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Introduction 


Historical Note 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 
has evolved to its present form after 
more than acentury of attention from 
those who enjoy launching an attack 
straight from the opening. 

Armand Edward Blackmar 
(1826-1888) was born in Ben- 
nington, Vermont. From 1852 to 
1855 he was Professor of Music at 
Centenary College in Jackson, 
Louisiana. He moved to New Or 
leans in 1860, where he and his 
brother established a music pub- 
lishing house. It was here that he 
wrote an article for the July 1882 
issue of Brentano's Chess Monthly 
in which he presented his gambit to 
the chess-playing public, and dem- 
onstrated some of his games from 
the previous year, during which he 
had tested the gambit in practice. 
Here are some examples of how 
Blackmar handled the opening: 


Blackmar-Lepeyre 
New Orleans 


1 d4.d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 £3 exf3 4Axf3 
e6 5 2d3 Df6 6 c3 Be7 7 0-0 Ac6 
8 Bbd2 h6 9 ed 0-0 10 Df gs hxgs 
11 Dxg5 Rd7 12 Bxf6! Rxf6 13 
Wh5 Ze8 14 2h7+ 1-0 


Blackmar-Love 
New Orleans 1882 


1 d4 d5 2 &4 dxe4 3 f3 eC64.¢3 c5 5 
Re3 cxd4 6 cxd4 2d6 7 Ac3 exf3 8 
Ax D6 9 2d3 0-0 10 0-0 We7 11 
pS Bxh2+ 12 Phi h6 13 Bxfb! (D) 


G 
GY, 
I, 


Y 
Y 
4 


“e 
Y 


To A 
gue 


13...gxf6 14 Dh7 £5 15 Df6+ bg7 
16 WhS Sxf6 17 Wh4+ g7 18 
Rxh6+ Ph7 19 Rg5+ gs 20 R6 
1-0 


In his own time Blackmar was re- 
nowned as a theoretician, which is 
evident from the 1884 edition of 
Cook’s Synopsis of Chess Openings, 
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which contains a section entitled 
‘American Inventions in the Chess 
Openings’. Blackmar contributed 
five pages of analysis on his open- 
ings, which included a sharp line in 
the Dutch Defence: | d4 f5 2 e4 fxe4 
3 £3 exf3 4 Dxf3. 

The Columbia Chess Chronicle of 
17th November 1888 contained 
Blackmar’s obituary, which made 
reference to his innovations in the 
openings and noted he was a founder 
of the New Orleans Chess, Checker 
and Whist Club where he was a con- 
stant visitor. His prowess had cer- 
tainly made an impact because the 
December 1888 issue of the British 
Chess Magazine commented that the 
Blackmar Gambit gives *...so strong 
an attack as to be generally declined 
by the second player’. 

The move-order of the Blackmar 
Gambit came under close scrutiny. 
Eventually Black found a way to 
challenge the centre: 3...e5!, when 4 
dxe5 Wxd1+ 5 &xd1 favours Black. 

The gambit dropped out of fashion 
for a while until the German Emil 
Josif Diemer (1908-1990) intro- 
duced a nuance in the form of 3 4c3. 
It was originally mentioned by Von 
Popiel but it is right that the idea 
bears Diemer’s name since he re- 
peated played it with success from 
the 1930s onwards. The game would 
generally proceed 3...0f6 4 f3, 
which is how the opening is still 
played. In 1957 Diemer published 
Vom Ersten Zug ab Auf Matt (To- 
wards mate from the first move), 
which contained his games and 
analysis. It gave rise to a cult follow- 


ing among players who preferred 
tricky openings. Diemer always 
played with the aim of producing 
brilliant miniatures. He felt that the 
pawn sacrificing was a good way to 
introduce imbalance into the game. 
A few examples of his games: 


Diemer-Kotck 
Corr 1956 


1 d4 d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 c3 Df 4 B 
exf3 5 Dxf3 26 6 &c4 2e7 70-00-0 
8 gs 2d7?7! 9 Wel h6 10 Wh4! 
@h7 11 Bael Wc6 12 d5 Da5 13 
2d3 b6 14 d6! (D). 


This is the beginning of a fantastic 
combination. 

14...cxd6 15 Bxe7 Wxe7 16 @d5 
We6 17 Dxf6+ 2xf6 18 2xf6 We3+ 
19 Sh Sg8 20 Dgs 1-0. 

Black resigned in view of 20...h5 
21 Wxh5! when the queen is taboo in 
view of S2h7#. 


Diemer-Flelschmann 
Wangen 1954 


1 d4 d5 2 e4dxe4 3 Ac3 D6 4 3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 e6 6 Rg5 c5 7 Rxf6 


gxf6 8d5 e5 9 2c4 Dbd7 10 d6 Db6 
11 &xf7+ Sxf7 12 Axe5+ fxe5 (D). 


13 0-O+ bg8 14 Ded 2g7 15 WhS 
e6 16 Bf AdS 17 Bg3 D4 18 
Exg7+ &xg7 19 Wxe5+ g8 20 
Wxf4 WB 21 Dfor bg7 22 Wes+ 
f7 23 Bfl 1-0. 


Why play the 
Blackmar-Diemer Gambit? 


To be a successful chess player 
one can spend many hours studying 
the games of leading grandmasters 
and merely end up trying to emulate 
their positional technique in a minor- 
piece ending. This policy will no 
doubt reap rewards but there is al- 
ways a nagging fear that after your 
15 moves of theory, your opponent 
will play the latest improvement 
from Moscow and the game will be 
over. If you prefer to play open, at- 
tacking chess, then this is where the 
Blackmar-Dicmer Gambit comes in. 

There are few genuine gambits af- 
ter 1 d4 and so this opening has a 
tremendous amount of surprise 
value. A good point is that it usually 
merits only a single line in general 
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openings books. In practice White 
benefits from this since his greater 
experience is bound to make a differ- 
ence. As the reader can see, there is 
in fact a wealth of material available. 
The numerous losses by masters in 
this book underline how dangerous 
the gambit can be. In return for the 
pawn White obtains an initiative and 
a development advantage, and can 
often lure Black into positions where 
White can continue with simple but 
effective attacking plans. White can 
oftenround off the game with a spec- 
tacular finish. Consider this position, 
from Nastopka-Marchetti, Corr 
1965, which is featured in the chap- 
ter on the Hubsch Gambit. 


White now won with 12 Hdl We6 
13 Wxa7!! Wc8 14 Bd8+! Wxd8 15 
Wxb7 Wxg5 16 &xc6+ d8 17 
Wxa8+ Yc7 18 Wb7+ Sd6 19 De2; 
Black gave up a few moves later. 

It is natural to wonder why the 
opening has not reached the level of 
popularity it deserves. This is due to 
a combination of fashion, lack of 
generally available material and a 
reluctance to sacrifice a pawn for 
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compensation that is not entirely 
clear-cut. 

Is the gambit totally sound? There 
is no definite answer to this question, 
but I should mention the following 
episode in case any readers are fear- 
ful that there is some invincible de- 
fence which every grandmaster 
knows. In 1994 I saw one of 
Kasparov’s trainers, Grandmaster 
Mikhail Gurevich, playing Black: | 
d4 d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 £3 and 
now he declined the gambit with 
4...e3, which can hardly be described 
as a refutation. | asked the former 
Soviet Champion whether this was 
the result of a lengthy analysis ses- 
sion. He confessed that he could not 
remember seeing 4 f3 before, and 
taking on f3 looked complicated! 


The Ideas Behind the 
Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


White’s pawn sacrifice gives him 
a lead in development and open 
lines. These factors give White a 
certain initiative, which can 
quickly be transformed into a king- 
side attack. 

White has various set-ups at his 
disposal, and this flexibility enables 
him to tailor his development to meet 
whatever defensive formation Black 
may choose. Naturally there is no 
guaranteed checkmate, but White 
can expect lasting pressure and to 
pose awkward practical problems for 
Black. A general guide might be use- 
ful for White: 

The open f-flie is an incentive for 
kingside castling, when the rooks 


can be doubled or brought into play 
via f3 and h3. The following position 
(D) is from Rittenhouse-Schultz, 
Corr 1987. 


Black has just played 14...h6, 
which was met by the surprising 15 
BeS5! He8 16 Rxh6 Ded 17 Ags 
@xgs 18 Dxgs 26 19 Bfl c5 20 
Wh7+ Sf8 21 Wh8+ He7 22 Bxf6 
gxf6 23 Bxe6+ fxe6 24 We7+ Sd6 
25 &f7+ and White won. For more 
positions of this type see Chapter |, 
The Euwe Defence. 

The best square for White’s king’s 
bishop depends on Black’s kingside 
pawn structure. If Black adopts a 
kingside fianchetto, then from c4 the 
bishop targets f7, while a system 
with ...e6 invites White to take aim 
at h7, by 2d3. 

The queen’s bishop’s role is dif- 
ficult to judge at an early stage, so 
White may leave it on cl fora while. 
One idea is £g5, to eliminating 
Black’s king’s knight, a key defen- 
sive piece. On the other hand, the less 
overtly aggressive 2e3 defends d4, 
to free the white queen to take part in 
a direct attack. 


An important element in White’s 
attack is his King’s knight. It can 
emerge on g5 to support the queen 
with an assault on h7 or e5 where it 
hits f7 and opens up the possibility 
of a sacrifice to expose the black 
king. 

White’s queen can gencrate 
threats by the manoeuvre Wel-h4 or 
alternatively remain centralised, 
stepping to d2 to support the queen’s 
bishop. 

White will generally castle king- 
side since this lets the rook into the 
attack immediately via the open f- 
file. In some cases White can con- 
sider castling queenside, although 
Black then has more counter-attack- 
ing chances. 

White may choose to sacrifice 
more than one pawn. In this case, he 
has to rely purely on tactical tricks. 
The following position (D) is a trap 
from the Ryder Gambit after Black 
has played 7...2g4. 
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White can now produce the fabu- 
lous move 8 4b5!!, which wins by 
force. 

It is also possible to reach our gam- 
bit via 1 d4 Df6 2 f3 d5 3 64 dxe4 4 
4c3 or 1 d4 Df6 2 Dc3 d5 3 e4 dxed 
4 £8. However, for casc of reference 
all games are considered to have 
started with the move order | d4 d5 
2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 13. 

Black has various methods of de- 
clining the gambit and these are fully 
discussed in Chapter 10. I have em- 
phasized how White can still create 
attacking situations. 

It is my belief that anyone who 
adopts the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 
will find it an exciting, attacking 
scheme. It particularly appeals to those 
looking to have fun at the board. There 
are plenty of lines to attract player 
looking for a surprise weapon as an 
alternative to their normal opening. 
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1 The Euwe Defence 


Former World Champion Max 
Euwe originally recommended 
5...e6 in his Archives as an antidote 
to the Blackmar-Diemer. Black in- 
tends to complete his kingside devel- 
opment and set up a resilient defence 
before seeking counterplay. It is a 
fairly solid variation but it has the 
drawback of locking in the qucen’s 
bishop. Black will generally employ 
a queenside fianchetto, but this is a 
slightly cumbersome manoeuvre. 
Black’s rather passive stance allows 
White to move his pieces to their best 
squares to attack Black’s king. 

While 6 &g5 is the normal move, 
Game 1, Reuter-Hofer, sees White 
demonstrate some independent pos- 
sibilities. Principally, he adopts an 
interesting method of attack, pre- 
serving his queen’s bishop for later 
use. This idea can gain a tempo in 
certain lines. 

The rest of the chapter focuses on 
the main line, 6 £g5. Game 2, Cole- 
Seale, examines a typical, though 
misguided response by Black: 
6...2b4. 

After 6...2e7 7 Wd2, Game 3, 
Diemer-Fuller, features a classic at- 
tack based on the straightforward 
plan of Wf4, Wh4, 2xf6, Wxh7#. 

We then move on to the conse- 
quences of 7 &d3 “bd7 8 0-0. 

Game 3, Diebert-Burke, features 
the obvious 8...h6, which should be a 
long-term weakness with correct play. 


In Game 4, Sawyer-Foust, the 
usual 8...0-0 is seen. White responds 
with the traditional but powerful 
plan of Wel, Wh4 with mating 
threats. 


Game 1 
Reuter-Hofer 
Germany 1989 

1 d4 d5 

2 e4 dxe4 
3 BDc3 “M6 
4 f3 exf3 
5 ®xB e6 (D) 


The quiet move characterizes the 
Euwe Defence. 
6 &d3 
This is a rather neglected line in 
which the bishop declares its aggres- 
sive intentions by pointing towards 
the kingside. 6 &e3 transposes to 
lines concerning the French Defence 
in Chapter 11, Attempts at Transpo- 
sition. At this point 6 &g5 is consid- 


ered the main line and is discussed in 
other illustrative games. 

6 De5!? is a suggestion by Diemer 
which merits further attention: 
6...Abd7 7 Wf 2e7 8 250-09 
2d3 c6 10 0-0-0 @d5 11 &xe7 
Wxe7 12 De4 DAb4 13 Bc4 bS 14 
2b3 a5 153 Dxe5 16 dxeS a4 17 
cxb4 axb3 18 Wxb3 2b7 19 4c5 
Rfb8 20 h4 Rc8 21 Hd6 h6 22 a3 
Ba7 23 Wd3 1-0 Decleir-Viaene, 
Belgium 1988. 

Sohm-Diemer, Corr, demon- 
strated an alternative that has been 
rarely repeated: 6 2f4 2d6 
(6...2e7!) 7 DeS Abd7 8 WH Abs 
9 &b5+ Abd7 100-0-0c6 11 &xc6! 
bxc6 12 Wxc6 DhS 13 DbS Vbs 14 
Wxa8 @xf4 15 xa7? (15 WH++) 
15...De2+ 16 Sbl Ac3+! 17 bxc3 
Wb6+ 18 dal 2b7 and Black won. 

After 6 &c4 play might continue: 

a) 6... 2d6?! 7 25 b6 8 We22b7 
9 Be5 Re7 10 Axf7! &xf7 11 
Wxe6+ Se8 12 WH7+ Hd7 13 Be6+ 
Sc6 14 d5+ Sc5 15 Re3+ Sd6 16 
{\b5+ Se5 17 0-0-0 WEB 18 2d4+ 
f4 19 Bhfl+ dg5 20 2e3+ 1-0 
Tejler-Knapp, Arlington 1964. 

b) 6...2¢e7 7 0-0 0-0 8 We2 c5 9 
&e3 a6 10 Kad! b5 11 dxc5 We7 12 
2d3 Rxc5 13 DgS Rxe3+ 14 Wxe3 
Wxh2+? (a remarkable way to con- 
trive a lost position; instead 
14...a7! is in Black's favour) 15 
Sxh2 Dg4+ 16 Sg3 Dxe3 17 
Rxh7+ Ph8 18 Bxf7? ”Ad7 
(18...8xf7? 19 Bd8+ ++) 19 hl 
Ba7 20 Dce4 Hc7 21 RiS+ gs 22 
Bxg7+! Sxg7 23 Bh7+ dgs8 24 
Rxe6+ BF7 25 Bxf7+ SLB 26 He6+ 
1-0 Wiemer-Winz, Berlin 1960. 
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c) 6...2c6 7 0-0 Re7 8 2e3 0-09 
We2 Ze8 10 Zadi Ad5 11 DeS £6 
12g4 Bf8 13 Bfel Bf7 14 a3 AEB 
15 &d3 Dce7 16 Wf3 2d7 17 Bfl 
4xe3 18 Wxe3 Dd5 19 Wg3 Hh8 20 
Wh3 h6 21 De5++ Mclintyre- 
McGee, Rocky Mountain 1963. 

d) 6...c6 7 0-0 Dbd7 8 We2 2e79 
Rf4 0-0 10 Zael Ab6 11 d3F 
Lagland-Rosenberg, Corr 1970-1. 

6 .. c6 

Others: 

a) 6...2b4 7 2g5 transposes to the 
next illustrative game. 

b) 6...0d5?! 7 Ded h6 8 0-0 2d7 
9 DeS D6 10 Dxf6+ gxf6 11 Whs 
We7 12 Dxf7++ Tejler-Yates, Vir- 
ginia 1964. 

c) 6...2)c6 7 Rf4 2d6 8 Wd2 a6 9 
a3 Rxf4 10 Wxf4 Dds 11 ADxd5 
Wxd5 120-0 Wd6 13 We3 h6 14.4 
0-0 15 Had! bS 16 cS We7 17 
We4++ Rasmussen-Ingred, Oregon 
1988. 

d) 6...8e7 7 0-0 and now: 

dl) 7..abd7 8 Wel Mf8 
(8...0-0!7) 9 De4 2d7 10 De5 “gb 
11 Dg5 0-0 12c3 cS 13 Dxg6 hxg6 
14 Wh4 He8 15 Bxf6?! 2xf6 16 
Wh7+ Sg8 17 2f4 2c6 18 Bel Wd7 
19 dxc5 Wxd3? 20 2d6+ wins, Ras- 
mussen-Douwhaite, World Open 
1988. 

d2) 7...¢5 8 dxc5 &xc5+ 9 #hl 
4c6 10 Wel 2d7 11 a3 We7 12 Ab5S 
0-0-0 (Reuter-Labahn, Germany 
1990) White could have created 
good chances after 13 b4! 2d6 
(13...2b6 14 2F4) 14 c4. 

e) 6...c5 7 2e3 and now: 

el) 7..exd4 8 @Axd4 2b4 
(8...8e7!7) 9 0-0 0-0 10 WES Dbd7 
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11 De4 e5 12 @F5 Be8 13 Dxg7 (13 
We3! g6 14 &g5 DhS 15 Dho+ ++) 
13...<xg7 14 We3+ bh8 15 2h6 
Bg8 16 Dg5 We7 17 Rxh7 DhS 18 
Wh4 Bxg5 19 &xg5 f6 20 Wxh5 
Wxh7 21 We8+ dg7 22 Bad &c5+ 
23 Phi 2d4 24 c3 We6 25 We7+ 
Wf7 26 &h6+! White is winning, 
Humphrey-Thomas, Corr 1959. 
e2) 7...c6 8 dxc5 WaS 9 Wd2 

Rxc5 10 Rxc5 Wxc5 11 0-0-0 Ad5 
12 De4 We3 13 Dd6+ Se7? 
(13... f8 14 &g5!) 14 Df5+! exf5 
15 Bhel++ Liepnieks-Ordiway, 
Lincoln City Ch 1961. 

7 0-0 

8 Wel (D) 


Re7 


A standard manoeuvre, by which 
White’s queen reaches a more ag- 
gressive post on the kingside. 

We7!? 

At this early stage it is not yet clear 
which is the best square for Black’s 
queen, so 8...abd7 might be more 


prudent. 
9 De5 &bd7 
10 Weg3 @xe5!? 


Black should avoid 10...f8 11 
&g6+!, while 10...0-0 11 Wh4 (11 
Sh6 De8!) 11...g6(11...h6 is met by 


12 &xh6! gxh6 13 Wxh6 intending 
14 &xd7 and 15 Bxf6 or 14 Bf3 and 
15 Hg3+; 11..Qxe5 12 dxeS {12 
Rf4't) 12..WrxeS 13 Hxf6 h6!t) 
12 Rh6 He8 13 Bg5 gives White 
excellent chances as there are the 
twin threats 14 ®xf7! Sxf7 15 
Wxh7+ and 14 &xd7 Dxd7 15 


Rxe7. 
11 dxe5 &nh5 
12 Wel 26 
13. Phi 0-0 
14 ga! 


Reuter improves his position by 
forcing the knight to retreat to a poor 
square. The dark squares around the 
black king are a cause for concem 
and White can start to fling things 
forward. 


14... De7 
15 2f4 b6 
16 De4 2b7 


Black has finally managed to de- 
velop his dormant bishop, but mean- 
while White has been allowed to do 
what he wants on the kingside. 


17 f6+ ohs 
18 2e4 c5 
19 Ef Zac8 


Black is now in desperate trouble. 


20 ... Rxf6 
21 exf6 AES 
22 gxf5 Rxe4 
23° Qxc7 Rxf3+ 
24 del Rxc7 
25 W4 


After such a decisive material 
gain, White is able to wrap things up 
comfortably. 

25...d7 26 Wxf3 exfS 27 Wf4 
Zfd8 28 Wh6 Hp8 29 Hel Bd6 30 
We5 Bd4 31 h3 Zgd8 32 Wh6 Bes 
33 He8! Kd1+34 Sf2 Bd2+35 G13 
1-0 


Game 2 
Cole-Seale 
Truro 1994 


1d4d52 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 13 

exf3 5 Dxf3 e6 
6 2g5(D) 

This is a logical move, pinning the 
knight and so enabling White to 
eliminating the defender of h7, and 
so adding punch to the attack. 


2b4?! 
Black embarks on a common but 

incorrect plan. The position has a 

superficial similarity to lines of the 
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French Defence in which such a 
move is often useful. As a result the 
move is frequently played by anal- 
ogy, but here, with the f-file open, 
the threats against the knight on f6 
are far greater. 6..8e7 is a sounder 
choice, and is analysed in the follow- 
ing illustrative games. Other moves: 

a) 6...h6 7 &xf6 Wxf6 and now: 

al) 8 Wd2 &b4 9 0-0-0 %c6 10 
2b5 2d7 11 d5!+ Just-Schiller, 
USA 1991. 

a2) 8 2b5+ 2d7(8...c6 9 0-Ocxb5 
10 De5 We7 11 Axb5+ Diemer) 9 
0-0¢ Sneiders-Stamer, Corr 1963. 

b) 6...b6 7 &d3 and now: 

bl) 7...2b7 8 0-0 &xf 9 Wx 
&bd7 10 Zael h6 11 Bxe6+ fxe6 12 
Rg6+ Se7 13 Dd5+ Sd6 14 RF4+ 
e5 15 dxeS+ ®xe5 16 Rxe5+ Sd7 
17 &xb6+ 1-0 Diemer-Anon, Swe- 
den 1958. 

b2) 7...226 8 e469 De5 We7 
10 RF Rd6 11 Rf4 gS 12 Rxgs 
Rxe5 13 dxeS Wxe5+ 14 De4 Dd5 
15 Wd2 &d7 16 0-0-0 f6 17 &h4 
We7 18 RhS5+ Ye7 19 Rg3 e5 20 
Wh6 Hag8 21 Zhel $8 22 Axfo+t 
Webster-Kujoth, Wisconsin Ch 
1979. 

c) 6..c5 (this move was Euwe’s 
recommendation for active play) 7 
&xf6! (Diemer) and now: 

cl) 7...gxf6 8 d5 e5 9 &c4 is the 
logical reply: 

c12)9...a6 100-0 2g4 11 a4 @d7 
12. d6 Hg8 13 Ded Rh6 14 Wd3 Reb 
15 Rxe6 fxe6 16 Wb3 c4 17 Wxc4 
£7 18 Dxe5+ DxeS 19 Bxf6+ Sg7 
20 Wc3 Wh6+ 21 Shi Dg 22 
Bxe6+ Sf7 23 Bf6+ Sg7 24 Bha+ 
1-0 Mingos-Florentin, Corr 1991-92. 
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c13) 9...2d6 10 Dh4 f5 11 &b5+ 
&d7 12 @xf5 Bxb5 13 Dxb5 Wa5+ 
14 b4! 1-0 Diemer-Steinfurth, 
Baden 1955. 

14) 9...\bd7 10 d6 transposes to 
Diemer-Fleischmann, which is fea- 
tured in the Introduction. 

c2) 7...WW/xf6 (the queen will come 
under attack on the f-file once White 
has castled) 8 &b5+ 2d7 9 0-0 and 
now: 

c21) 9...2xb5 10 Dxb5 We7 11 
BDe5 f6 12 Wh5+ g6 13 Dxg6 WE7 
14 Bxf6 Wxf6 15 Dxh8+ de7 16 
Bfl Wh6 17 Wxc5+ wins, Diemer 
Guglielmoni, Rastatt 1953. 

22) 9...Wd8 10 De5 f6 11 Wh5+ 
e7 12 &xd7 fxeS 13 Hf7+ 1-0 
Hoey-Fritz, USA 1965. 

c23) 9...cxd4 10 De4 WE4 11 
&xd7+ Dxd7 12 Dfgs We3+ 13 
Phi De5 14 Bel W4 15 Wxd4 Des 
16 Wa4+ $d8 17 Badl+ dc7 18 
Bd7+ Yc8 19 g3 WES 20 Bxf7 Wds 
21 We8+ Wd8 22 Wxe6+ Sb8 23 
Rd7 1-0 Diemer-Anon, Tublingen 
1954. 

7 &d3(D) 

White directs the bishop towards 
the potentially vulnerable square h7, 
in accordance with the general prin- 
ciple outlined in the Introduction. 
Nevertheless, 7 &c4 has also been 
successfully tested: 

a) 7...&xc3+ 8 bxc3 0-0 9 00 
&bd7 10 Wel He8 11 DeS h6 12 
Rxh6 gxh6 13 Wh4 hS 14 Wg5+ 
@f8 15 Hf3t+ Bittner-Schworer, 
Baden 1984. 

b) 7...bd7 8 0-0 &xc3 (8...0-09 
We2 Re7 10 De5 Dd5 11 Rxe7 
&xe7 12 Oxf7!++ Gedult-Raffy, 


France 1973) 9 bxc3 c6 10 Wel 0-0 
11 Wh4 h6 12 2d2 Wa5 13 Zacl 
Wh5 14 Wf2b5 15 243 Wd5 16 Ac5 
a6 17 c4 Wd6 18 &xh6 Bd8 19 
&xg7 Sxg7 20 Wg3+ 1-0 Pen- 
nington-French, Corr 1963. 


\\ 


n 
a 
ay 


T° sé ®bd7 

Black has tried a number of alter- 
natives: 

a) 7...£n6 8 Sh4 g5 (8...c6 9 0-0 
®bd7 10 De5=) 9 Rg3 &d5 10 2e5 
f6 11 Rg6+ Se7 12 OO fxeS 13 
®xe5 &xc3 14 Bf7+ Sd6 15 bxc3 
He3 16 WR AS 17 Dc4# (1-0) 
Diemer-Anon, Rastatt 1954. 

b) 7...Ac6 8 0-0 and now: 

bl) 8..0-0 9 De4 Axd4? 
(9...2e7!7) 10 Dxf6+ gxf6 11 Lh6 
Be8 12c3 Oxf3+ 13 Wxf3 Bc5+ 14 
Phi 2B 15 Bxh7+! Sxh7 16 VxfB 
ExfB 17 WhS+ Sg8 18 We4+ Hhs 
19 Bf3 1-0 Sawyer-Anon, Washing- 
ton 1986. 

b2) 8..Axd4 9 Ded (9 Hhi!? 
Sawyer) 9...2e7 10 DeS HFS 11 
@xf6+ gxf6 12 Dxf7 Sxf7 13 Whs+ 
bps 14 xfs Wdd+ 15 Bf2 2d7 16 
Zafl WcS 17 h4 Re8 18 Wh6 fxgs 
19 Wxe6+ $g7 20 dhl Wd6 21 
Bf7+ Qxf7 22 Wxf7+ Ph6 23 hxg5+ 


Sxg5 24 Bf Baf8 25 Hh3+ 1-0 
Capdevila-Brizzio, Argentina 1960. 

c) 7...c5 8 0-0 cxd4 9 He4 e7 10 
He5h6 11 Oxf7 Sxf7 12 Wh5+ g6 
(12...$f8 13 Zael @d7 14 &c4 We8 
15 Wh3+ Freidl-Zaissmann, Austria 
1962) 13 ®d6+ Wxd6 14 Wxg6+ 
Sfs 15 Rxf6 1-0 Schneider- 
Rehfeld, Corr 1987. 

d) 7...c6 8 0-0 &xc3 9 bxc3 “bd7 
10 We2 0-0 11 De5 We7 12 2xf6 
}®xf6 13 Bxf6! gxf6 14 Whs f5 15 
We5+ hs 16 Wfo+ de8 17 Bf 
Wd8 18 Wh6 f6 19 Xf3 fxe5 208g3+ 
f7 21 Be7+ de8 22 Wh5+ 1-0 
McAuley-Montalvan, Corr. 

e) 7...8&xc3+ 8 bxc3 is the most 
common continuation: 

e1)8...Dc6 9 0-0 h6 10 Rxf6 gxf6 
11 Wel Wd6 12 @d2+ Druke- 
Strittmatter, Ludwigshafen 1990. 

e2) 8...0-09 0-0 2d7 10 Wel “c6 
11 Wh4 h6 12 &xh6 gxh6 13 Wxh6 
We7 14 %e5 @xe5 15 dxe5 We5+ 16 
@hl WxeS 17 Bxf6 Be8 18 2h7+ 
@h8 19 &g6+ wins, Sawyer-Anon, 
Washington 1986. 

e3) 8...h6 9 2h4 “bd7 100-00-0 
11 De5 c6 12 Wd2 Wa5 13 2xf6 
@xf6 14 Bxf6! gxf6 15 Wxh6 £5 16 
4@)g4!t+ Kauffman-Lafferty, Corr 
1985. 

e4) 8...0bd7 9 0-0 and now: 

e41) 9...c6 10 DeS Wb6 11 Dxd7 
&xd7 12 Wh5 g6 13 Wh6 c5 14 Bxf7 
Sxf7 15 Bfl+ Sg8 16 Re7 1-0 
Gedult-Bamier, France 1973. 

e42) 9...c5 10 De5 cxd4 11 Dxd7 
Wxd7 12 &xf6 gxf6 13 Bxf6 dxc3 
14 Wed Wd5 15 We7 BfB 16 &xh7 
b5 17 Zafl e5 18 Bxf7 Bxf7 19 Bxf7 
Wd4+ 20 Bf2 $d8 21 2d3 Bbs 22 
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h4 2b7 23 Wf6+ Yc7 24 hS5 Hb6 25 
We7+ Sb8 26 h6 Eb7 27 Wf6 1-0 
Hom-Post, Corr 1988. 
e43) 9...0-0 10 Wel c5 11 De5S 
cxd4 (11...Wa5 12 Wh4 ®xe5 13 
dxe5 c4 14 2xf6 We5+ 15 hl h6 
16 Weg4 1-0 Sawyer-Rcynolds, Corr 
1989-90) 12 @xd7 &xd7 13 Wh4 h6 
14 Bxf6! Wb6 15 2xh6 dxc3+ 16 
@hl g6 17 Wg5 Re8 18 Rxg6 1-0 
Sawyer-Harbutt, Corr 1989. 
8 Wd2 
Improving the position of the 
queen and preparing to castle queen- 
side. In Sawyer-Gallagher, Corr 
1990, White played 8 0-0 and ex- 
ploited the open f-file, whereupon 
Black had difficulties in defending 
the position. The game concluded: 
8...c5 9 De5 cxd4 10 De4 Re7 11 
Rxf6 gxf6 12 Dxf7 Sxf7 13 Dgs+ 
bg8 14 Dxe6 Wa5 15 We4+ SF7 16 
4g5+ Sf8 17 De6+ ST 18 FS 
RAB 19 De5+ e7 20 Bael+ Yd6 
21 WF4+ Sc6 22 Be6+ Sc5 23 
Be4+ Sb5 24 c3+, winning for 
White. 
8 .. 0-0 
9 De5 &c7 
An admission that 6...82b4 was a 
mistake. Exchanging on c3 would be 
dangerous in view of White’s plan of 
Zfl and 4g4 targeting the pinned 
knight. The position now has a simi- 
lar structure to the next illustrative 
game. 
10 0-0-0 h6 
11 h4! c6 (D) 
Black fares no better by grabbing 
the bishop since 11...hxg5 allows 
White an elegant combination: 12 
hxg5 @e8 13 &h7+ Ph8 14 Rest 
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gS 15 Rxf7+ Bxf7 16 Bh8+ Sxh8 
17 @xf7+ Sg8 18 Dxd8 Rxd8 19 
Zh! when the white queen will soon 
infiltrate the kingside. 


12 84 
A natural choice to give the queen 
access to the h-file. However, the 
lack of harmony amongst the black 
defenders suggests a quick assault: 
12 2xh6! gxh6 13 Wxh6 followed 
by Zh3-g3 wins. 


12 ... ANd5 
13 2xh6 2xh4 
14 Bes Dxe5 
15 dxe5 Re7 
16 Df6+ gxf6 


Black has no real choice since 
16...0xf6 17 gxf6 (or 17 &xg7) 
17...2xf6 18 2h7+ Ph8 19 Wxd8 
leaves White with a winning game. 

17° Qh7+ ohs 
18 Qxg7?+ dxg7 
19 Wh6+ 1-0 


Game 3 
Diemer-Fuller 
Hastings 1957 


1d4d52 e4dxe4 3 Dc3 Df6 4 £3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 e6 6 Rg5 


An interesting way to treat the 
variation, maintaining various at- 
tacking options. White often chooses 
to castle queenside or play 8 £d3, 9 
Wf4 and 10 Wh4. The latter has an 
obvious drawback compared to the 
next illustrative game, in which 
White plays 0-0 and Wel-h4. 
Clearly White would be a whole 
move down on the main line. The 
justification for the 7 Wd2 idea is that 
if Black uses a faulty move-order 
then the forthcoming attack will be 
swift enough, while a correct de- 
fence allows White to castle queen- 
side. 

Tn 0-0 

Black has tried various alterna- 
tives: 

a) 7..05 8 &b5+ 2d7 9 dxc5 
&xc5 100-0-0a6 11 Qxf6 gxf6 12 
&xd7+ Dxd7 13 Ded We7? (Bren- 
nan-S.Smith, Montana 1992) and 
now 14 Wxd7+! Wxd7 15 ®xf6+ 
would have won for White. 

b) 7...0bd7 8 2d3 and now: 

bl) 8...c5 9 0-0-0 a6 10 W4 Wa5S 
11 d5! exd5 12 hel h6 13 Bxe7+ 


xe7 14 Dxd5+ SFB 15 Wd6+ 1-0 
Rosenberg-Commerford, Corr 
1966. 

b2) 8...0-0 9 0-0 c6 10 Wf4 Hh8 
11 Wh4 g6 12 DeS5 Dxe5 13 dxe5S 
@g8 14 266+ Rxf6 15 exf6 Wh6+ 
16 Sh! Wxb2 17 Dc4 Wd4 18 Hacl 
Hd8 19 Bf4 h6 20 DgsS Wd7 21 
&xg6!t+ Allen-Showery, Paignton 
1992. 

c) 7...c6 8 &d3 Dbd7 9 0-0-0 bS 
10 Zhel 0-011 Wf4 a5 12 Wh4 Ze8 
13 De5+ Miskin-Shelbum, Wiscon- 
sin Ch 1965. 

d)7...b6 8 2.d32b79 0-0-0 Abd7 
10 Bde! 0-011 Bhfl c5 12 Wf4 h6 
13 &xh6 gxh6 14 Wxh6 He8 15 Ags 
48 16 Bxf6++ Peilen-Koch, US 
Open 1982. 

e) 7...2)c6 8 0-0-0 and now: 

el) 8...2d7 9 dS exdS 10 @xd5 
@xd5 11 Wxd5 Re6 12 WbS Rxg5+ 
13 DxgS W6 14 Dxe6 Wxe6 15 
Sc4 We3+ 16 Sb! 0-0 17 Bd7 Ad4 
18 Wd5 Deb 19 Hfl c6 20 WES Dd4 
21 &xf7 1-0 Kaulich-Gerlach, Ras- 
tatt 1959. 

e2) &..Ad5 9 &xe7 Acxe7 10 
Be4 b6 11 DeS Rb7 12 Hg50-0 13 
Rd3 Deo 14 Bhfl Df 15 Dxge 
hxg6 16 Wf4 &xg27! 17 Bf2 Rd5 18 
Wh4 Mh5 (18...2%e8 19 Zdfl intend- 
ing &xf6 and Wh7+) 19 Xxf7! Bxf7 
20 &xg6 Bf4 21 WxhS 1-0 Mark- 
wardt-Meyer, Corr. 

f) 7...h6 and now: 

fl) 8 &h4 Dd5 9 Bxe7 Wxe7 10 
Ac4 @d7 11 a3 a6 12 Rd3 c5 13 c4 
)5f6 14 Dxc5 @xc5 15 dxcS Wxc5 
16 b4 Wc7 170-0 0-0 18 Kael 4d7 
19 He4 e5 20 c5 f5 21 &c4 Ph8 22 
Eh4 ®f6 23 We3 4d7 24 Hel He8 
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25 Dgs D8 26 Wh3 Reb 27 
EBxh6+ gxh6 28 Wxh6+ dg8 29 
4xe6 1-0 Weber-Gegner, Corr 
1987. 

f2) 8 Re3 Dg49 Bgl b6 10 RbS+ 
c6 11 &d3 2b7 12 h3 Df 13 Re3 
We7 14 DeS Rd6 15 Rf4 0-0 16 
Rxh6 QxeS 17 Wg5 Ded 18 Axed 
f5 19 dxe5 fxe4 20 &c4 Gh7 21 
&xe6 gxh6 22 &F5+ wins, Diemer 
Stummer, Rastatt 1957. 

8 2d3 &\bd7 

Others: 

a) 8...c5 9 Wf4 Dd5 10 &xh7+ 
@xh7 11 Wh4+ Sg8 12 2xe7 Wxe7 
13 Dgs Df6 14 23e4 Dbd7 15 0-0 
Be8 16 Bxf6 Dxf6 17 Bl 1-0 Die 
mer-Anon, France 1957. 

b) 8...2c6 9 Wf4 Db4 10 0-0-0 
and now: 

b1) 10...Abd5?! 11 Dxd5 exd5 12 
Bdel Se6 13 h3 (13 Wh4!7) 
13...%c8 14 Wh4 h6 15 HeS He8 16 
Rxh6 Ded 17 Res Dxg5 18 Axgs 
2f6 19 Bfl cS 20 Wh7+ Sf8 21 
Wh8+ de7 22 Bxf6! gxf6 23 Bxe6+ 
fxe6 24 We7+ Sd6 25 DE7+ is win- 
ning for White, Rittenhouse- 
Schultz, Corr 1987. 

b2) 10...0xd3+ 11 Bxd3 c6 12 
Wh4 He8 13 Bfl Dd5 14 Hed with 
promising attacking chances for 
White, Purser-Dickinson, Wies- 
baden 1980. 

9 Wf4(D) 

This is probably the most accurate 
continuation. White keeps open the 
possibility of queenside castling. 

b6?! 

Preparing a queen’s fianchetto ap- 
pears logical, but this move is the 
cause of Black’s future difficulties. 
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White now embarks on a forcing 
continuation to exploit the weakness 
ofh7 and the loose rook on a8. Black 
should consider 9...2e8 followed by 
...f8 and ...2d7 although White 
still retains good chances. In the 
game Skeels-Duffy, Corr 1987-8, 
White eventually broke through: 10 
0-0 a6?! (10...c5?! 11 Wh4 h6 12 
Ded hxgs 13 Dfxgs c4 14 Axf7!4+ 
Hall-Abbasi, England 1976; 
10...Df8!7) 11 Des DB 12 Wha 
g6 13 Rxg6 fxg6 14 Bf3 DdS 15 
Sxe7 Exe7 16 Hafl &d7 17 De2 
Be8 18 WF2 D6 19 g4 g5 20 We3 
@d5 21 Wd2 2c6 22 Bf7 Df4 23 
@xf4 gxf4 24 Wxf4 Wd5 25 Exg7+! 
1-0. 

The provocative 9..Ad5 has 
scored several wins for Black due, 
ironically, to a famous victory for 
White: 

a) 10 Dxd5 exd5 1] Rxh7+ 
Sxh7 12 Wh4+ Sg8 13 Bxe7 Bes 
14 0-0 Wxe7 15 Zael 1-0 Peters- 
Feldkampf, Zaandam 1958. Black 
apparently resigned in view of the 
continuation 15...Wd8 16 Ags Df6 
17 He5 intending Rxf6 and Wh7+. 
The problem is that 17...2e6! wins 


after 18 Xxf6 Wxf6, when the king 
has an escape square. 

b) An attempt to find an improve- 
ment met with limited success: 10 
RQxh7+ Sxh7 11 Wh4+ Yg8 and 
now 12 &xe7 Wxe7 13 Dgs ASf6 
14 0-0 Be8 15 Ace4 DB 16 Axf6t 
gxf6 17 Des f5 18 Df6+ Hg7 19 
We5+ Dg6 20 DhS+ Gh7 21 Dfot+ 
g7 22 DhS+ '4-'4 Kampars-Hob- 
son, Corr 1965. Therefore, I think 
White should not seek a forced mate 
and persevere with a slight advan- 
tage upon 12 &xd5! f6 13 Dxe7+ 
Wxe7 14 2d2 and continue with 0-0 
and Zad1. 

After 9...c6 10 Wh4 Be8 11 0-0 
8 12 DeS the position is almost 
identical to Game 5, Sawyer-Foust, 
except both sides have used an extra 
move. For example: 12...h6? 13 
2xh6 gxh6 14 Weg3+ wins, Ritten- 
house-Carrothers, Corr 1989. 


10 Wh4 Ke8 
The point is that 10...8b7 is met 
by 11 &xh7+. 
11 De5 OB 
12 Dc6 Wd6 
13. Qxe7+  Wxe7 
14 0-0 Dg6 


14...2b7 15 Bxf6! gxf6 16 2xf6 
wins for White. 


15 Qxg6 {xg6 

15...hxg6 fails to 16 Bxf6. 
16 De4 Bfs 
17 Qxf6  —_pxf6 
18 Xxf6 Exf6 
19 @xf6+ #hs 
20 Wed! 


This vital tempo-gain allows Die- 
mer time to manoeuvre his queen to 
a more menacing square. 


20 .. bs 
21° Bf Rb7 
22 WeS Wd6 


Game 4 
Dicbert-Burke 
USA 1987 


1d4 d5 2e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 £3 

exf3 5 Dxf3 e6 6 Rg5 Re7 
7 2d3 

The most promising plan and con- 
sidered the main line. White will 
play 0-0, Wel and Wh4 in search of 
a mating attack. Soller has suggested 
the bizarre 7 $2b5+ to avoid the line 
beginning with 7...4c6 but 7...Abd7 
will eventually transpose to the text, 
but with White simply having lost a 
tempo. 

Tone @®bd7 

This is a sensible developing 
move, which supports the f6-knight. 
Other moves: 

a) 7...2d7?! 8 0-0 2c6 9 Phi 
@bd7 10 Wel 0-0 11 Wh4 Ze8 12 
De5 g6 13 Dxf7! We 8(13...xf7 14 
Wh7+ wins) 14 &xg6t+ Diebert- 
Casey, Ohio 1980. 


The Euwe Defence 19 


b) 7...20d5 8 &xd5 and now: 

bl) 8..2xg5 9 Dxgs (9 Dxc7+ 
Wxc7 10 Dxg5 Wa5+ 11 Wd2=) 
9... Wxd5 10 Wed 5 11 Wh5+ g6 12 
Wh6 Wxd4 13 0-0-0 Wf6 14 Zhel 
Dc6 15 Rxf5 DeS 16 BxeS Wxe5 
17 &xg6+ 1-0 Larscn-Nordin, Corr 
1963. 

b2) 8...exd5 9 We2 2e6 10 h4 h6 
11 &g6 (11 &F4!7) Vchxgs 12 
Wxe6 fxg6 13 Wxg6+ Sf8 14 DeS5 
We8 15 0-0+ 2f6 16 hxg5 &d7 17 
@xd7+ Wxd7 18 gxf6++ Gegner- 
Abler, Nuremberg 1981. 

c) 7..b6 8 We2 2b7 9 0-0 0-0 10 
Phi Dbd7 11 Badl Wc8 12 De5 h6 
13 Rh4 2d8 14 Bc4 Axe5 15 dxe5 
Ad5 16 &xd8 Bxd8 17 Wh5 Wd7 18 
Bd3 Bfs 19 g3 Ph8 20 Rxd5 exdS 
21 f6! 1-0 Gegner-Stiegler, Corr 
1981-2. 

d) 7...c5 8 dxc5 Wa5 (8...2xc5 9 
We2 2e7 10 0-0-0= Diemer-Terzi, 
Rastatt 1953) 9 0-O Wxc5+ 10 @h1 
@bd7 11 Wel a6 12 Wh4 Wb4 13 
4d4 Wxb2 14 Dce2 De5 15 a4 Wh6 
16 Bxf6 @xd3 17 Hffl f6 18 Re3 
Ac5 19 Db3 We6 20 Rxc5 Rxc5 21 
Wh5+ 1-0 Sneiders-Breunig, Corr 
1970-1. 

e) 7...n6 8 2xf6 2xf69 Ded Be7 
100-04d7 11 @h1 HAf6 12 De5 0-0 
13.c3 Bd7 14 Axf6+ 2xf6 15 Bxf6 
gxf6 16 We4+ bh8 17 Whs £5 18 
Wxh6+ @g8 19 Hel++ Diebert- 
Casey, Columbus 1980. 

f) 7...0-0 8 0-0 and now: 

fl) 8...2bd7 transposes to the next 
illustrative game. 

f2) 8...c5 9 dxc5 2xc5+ 10 #hl 
@bd7 11 Wel 2e7 12 Wh4 g6 13 
Bad! He8 14 2b5 @d5 15 Axd5 
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exd5 16 Bxd5 £6 17 Bxd7 &xd7 18 
&c4+ Gh8 19 DeS!++ Sneiders- 
Spanance, Corr 1983. 

f3) 8...b6 9 Wel 2b7 10 Wh4 g6 
11 De4 Ad5 12 c4++ Gedult-Ferry, 
Paris 1972. 

f4) 8...2c6 9 Wel Dd5 10 &xh7+ 
@xh7 11 Wh4+ Sg6 12 2xe7 Wxe7 
13 Wg4+ Gh6 14 Wh3+ ogo 15 
4)h4+ 1-0 Purser-Casteel, Corr 
1981-2. 

f5) 8...a6 9 De2 b5 10.c3 2b7 11 
We2 g6 12 2h6 He8 13h3 Dbd7 14 
Zf2 Db6 15 Hafl Wd5 16 De5 Bad8 
17 Df4 Wd6 18 Dxf7! Sxf7 19 
x6 hxg6 20 Rxg6+ Sg8 21 27+ 
Wh8 22 2g7+ Sxg7 23 We6+ SB 
24 Wh6+ 1-0 Furstenberg-Wijnman, 
Holland 1955. 

g) 7...2\c6 is a major alternative at 
this point: 

gl) 8 a3 and now: 

gl 1) 8...0-0 9 Wd2 h6? 10 &xh6 
gxh6 11 Wxh6 Dxd4 12 0-0-0e5 13 
Des e4 14 Rxe4 BFS 15 Rx f5 Axf5 
16 Wh3 2d6 17 Dd5 Sg7 18 We3 
Gh6 19 Df4 DhS 20 Axf7+! 1-0 
Osterle-Bogoljubow, Wangen sim 
1952. 

gl2) 8..n6 9 2f4 (9 2d2 0-0 10 
0-0 @xd4 11 Wel b6 12 Wh4 2c5 
13 Phi 2b7 14 Rxh6 Ax 15 gxB 
Wd4 16 Re4 Sxe4 17 fxe4 f5 18 
Rg! Bf7 19 Beg2 fxe4 0-1 Sawyer- 
O’Connell, Corr 1989) 9...g5 10 
SRe5 g4 11 Dd2! (Diemer correctly 
points out that 11 Hh4 Bg8 is better 
for Black, but I think White should 
put the knight on a superior square 
and then exploit Black’s overex- 
tended pawn structure) 11...0xd4 
(11...Axe5 12 dxe5 @d7 13 We2 


intending 0-0-0 and doubling rooks 
on the f-file gives White the advan- 
tage; 11...h5 is met by 12 We2 with 
the same plan as in the previous linc) 
12 Hde4 (intending either 13 &xd4 
Wxd4 14 2b5+ or 13 Bfl) 12...Dc6 
(12...0f5 13 &b5+ c6 14 Wxd8+ 
Sxd8 15 0-0-0+! wins) 13 2b5 
Dxe4 (13...2d7 14 Rxc6 bxc6 15 
Bflt) 14 Rxh8 Dxc3 15 Rxc3 
Wxdl+ 16 Exd1. The material level 
is equal but White has an edge and 
can activate his king’s rook with h3. 

£2) 8 De2 Ad59 Rd2 V6 10 c3 
b6 11 0-0 2b7 12 Wa4 0-0 13 Zael 
Dde7 14 Dg3 Dc8 15 DhS Re7 16 
Rb1 DAd6 17 We2 g6 18 Rh6 Bes 
19 g4= Nielsen-Andresen, Denmark 
1973. 

g3) 8 Wd2 2b4 90-0-0 Axd3+ 10 
Wxd3 0-0 11 h4 c5 12 RF4 DdS 13 
Des 6 14 WH Axf4 15 Wxf4 Wd6 
16 Wf3 cxd4 (16...f5%) 17 Dce4 
Wd5 18 Df6+ 2xf6 19 Wxf6 Wxa2 
20 hS Wal+ 21 dd2 Wa5+ 22 Scl 
WES 23 We7 2d7 24 hxg6 Hac8 25 
gxf7+ Sg7 26 Bd2giveschances for 
both sides, Purser-Schiller, Corr 
1990. 

8 0-0 

8 We2 has been tried with some 
success but if Black defends accu- 
rately, then White may have to play 
Wf2-h4 later. This loses a tempo 
compared with the main line, as fea- 
tured in the next illustrative game. 

a) 8...b6 9 DeS5 AxeS 10 dxe5S 
@d5 11 &xe7 Wxe7 12 0-0-0 Axc3 
13 bxc3 Wa3+ 14 Sb] Wxc3 15 We4 
Rb8 16 &bS+ He7 17 Ahfl g5 18 
2d3 We5 19 Wf3 1-0 Diemer-Buis, 
Haarlem 1952. 


b) 8...0-0 9 0-0 and now: 

bl) 9...c6 10 @hil a5 11 Bael a4 
12 DeS Ha5?! 13 Bfd g6 14 Rh6 
@hS 15 Bf3 Dg7 16 Rxg7 Sxg7 17 
Bxf7+! Bxf7 18 Dxf7 Sxf7 19 
Wxe6+ &g7 20 Wxe7+ Wxe7 21 
Bxe7+ Hh6 22 He4 Bd5 23 c3 b5 24 
g4 g5 25 Fd6 1-0 Falkeid-Vallestad, 
Nordic team Ch 1965. 

b2) 9..2%e8 10 Wf2 Df 11 Wh4 
)g6 12 Rxg6 fxg6 13 Hes Ad5 14 
De4 D6 15 c3 Dxe4 16 Rxe7 
Wxe7 17 Wxe4 c6 18 Bf7 Wd8 19 
Bafl Wd5 20 @xg6! 1-0 Diemer- 
Locher, Corr 1950. 

c) 8...c5 9 dxc5 Wa5=. 

8... h6!? 

This move has attracted a lot of 
attention. It is still a subject for de- 
bate whether it is a useful way of 
slowing down White’s attack or just 
becomes a long-term weakness. In 
addition to 8...0-0, which is dis- 
cussed in the next illustrative game, 
Black has tried a number of alterna- 
tives: 

a) 8.05 9 dxc5 Rxc5+?! 
(9...Axc5 10 Rb5+ Rd7 Il Axf6 
&xf6 12 We2 is equal according to 
Leisebein) 10 @h1 h6 11 &h40-012 
We2 Re7 13 Bad] WaS 14 Ded 
Wxa2 15 g4 Wxb2 16 g5 hxg5 17 
@®fxgS e5 18 @xf6+ Dxf6 19 
Bxf6++ Leisebein-Fridrich, Corr 
1990. 

b) 8...b6 9 Wel (9 DeS 0-0? 10 
4c6 We8 11 Dxe7+ Wxe7 12 Ded 
b7 13 Dxf6+ D6 14 Rxf6 gxf6 
15 Wg4+ Sh8 16 Wh4 1-0 Henris- 
Fuss, Brussels 1982) 9...2b7 10 
Wh4 4d5 (10...0f8 11 DeS Dg6 12 
@®xg6 fxg6 13 Rxg6t+ SFB 14 
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Se4++ Sawyer-Black, Horsham 
1988) 11 Hael @xc3 12 bxc3 f6 13 
Wh5+ + Sawyer-Tobias, Hatboro 
1989. 

c) 8...c6 9 Wel @f8 10 Wh4 Ag6 
11 Rxg6 fxg6 12 DeS Bf8 13 Bad! 
We7 14 &xf6 2xf6 15 Wxh7+ Die- 
mer-Mallina, Corr 1955-6. 

9 2f4(D) 

Other bishop moves have been 
tried: 

a) 9 £h4 0-0 (9...Hh7 10 Bxe7 
Wxe7 11 Wel 0-0 12 h3 Ddf6 13 
@h4 Be8 1424 Axed 15 Wxed4 £5? 
16 Bxf5! D6 17 Bxf6 gxf6 18 
Wg6+ Sf8 19 Bfl 1-0 Rasmussen- 
Watherman, Washington 1967) 10 
Wel b6 11 De5 2b7 12 Bdl a6 13 
hl b5 14 a3 Ab6 15 Rxf6 Bxf6 
16 He4 2h4 17 We3 Wd5 18 Wh3 
Re7 19 Bf (19 Dc3! Diebert) 
19...Wxd4 20 ®xf7 Bxf7 21 Bxf7 
@xf7 22 Dgs+ AxgsS 23 Rg6+ 
Sxg6 24 Bxd4 Ph7 25 Wxeb Baz 
Diebert-Brooks, Ohio 1989. 

b) 9 Rd? b6 10 We2 2b7 11 
Zael= Motta-Mislang, San Diego 
1989. 
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A waiting move that rules out fu- 
ture checks on the a7-gl diagonal 
and allows White to delay commit- 
ting his forces until Black castles. 

10... 0-0 
11 Wd2 

Ilere the standard plan of Wel-h4 
is easily rebuffed by ...2d5, so 
White tries another tack. 

i... Ze8 
12 2xhé6! gxh6 
13 Wxh6 (D) 


Now the motive behind White’s 
11th move becomes apparent. 
Black’s early ..h6 has simply pro- 
vided another target, helping White 
to destroy Black’s defensive pawn 
barricr. The sacrifice is to a large 
extent based on an intuitive feel for 
the positions which arise regularly in 
this variation. The point is that Black 
has little room to manoeuvre while 
Diebert will simply bringone or both 
rooks to the g- or h-file. 


13... R18 
14 Wh4 Rp7 
15 BDe5 We7 


15...2xe5 runs into 16 dxe5 @d7 
17 Wh7+ Sf8 18 Bxf7+ &xf7 19 
g6+ S18 20 BFl+. 


16 3 a8 
17 Bh3 c5 
Black has successfully managed 
to cover all the immediate entry 
squares and now seeks counter- 
play. 
18 fl 
19 ff! 
An extremely powerful move. 
White is prepared to shed even more 
material to intensify his attack. 


cxd4 


19... dxc3 

20 Hfg3 Ag6 
20...cxb2 allows 21 Wh8#. 

21 Sxp6 Wd6 

22 2d3 $f 

23 Wes Bea (D) 


Diebert analysed 23...cxb2 24 
Wxg7+ @e7 25 Wxf7+ Sd8 26 
Wxf6+ Sc7 27 Bh7+ Sb8 (27... 2d7 
28 Bxd7+ Wxd7 29 Dxd7 bIW+ 30 
Fl Sxd7 31 Bg7+ Sc6 32 We3+ 
++) 28 Dc6+! Wxc6 (28...bxc6 29 
Wxb2++) 29 We5+ winning. 


wha 


“. 


ae 
my 


a. 


Game 5 
Sawyer-Foust 
Corr 1985 


1 d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 £3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 e6 6 Bes Re7 7 2d3 
“\bd7 8 0-0 

8 ... 0-0 
9 Wel (D) 

White has an initiative which he 
hopes to make more tangible by 
starting a kingside attack. 


Ay 
‘ 


Pai hia 


In an eff ort to deflect White’s am- 
bitions, Faust attempts to create 
counterplay in the centre. Other 
moves: 

a) 9...h6 10 Wh4 and now: 

al) 10...hxg5 11 Dxg5 g6 12 
Wh6t+. 

a2) 10..0d5 11 De4 Rxgs 12 
DexgS %b4? (12...47f6) 13 Qh7+ 
@h8 14 xf7+ 1-0 Gedult-Legrand, 
Paris 1969. 

a3) 10..c5 11 2xh6 gxh6 12 
Wxh6 cxd4 (12...c4 13 Ags cxd3 14 
@ce4 dxc2 15 Bxf6 1-0 Hall-Ding- 
well, Chichester 1979) 13 ®e5 
@xe5 14 Bxf6 Dxd3 15 We5+ 1-0 
Henris-Lucet, Brussels 1982. 
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b) 9...b6 10 Wh4 g6 11 DeS Dxe5S 
(11...Ad5 12 Dxf7! Rxgs 13 Dxgs 
We7 14 Zael Exfl+ 15 Bxfl 076 
16 Dce4 &b7 17 c4 1-0 Merkel- 
Thormann, Halle 1963) 12 dxeS5 
Ad5 13 26 Dxf6 14 exf6 Bc5+ 15 
Phi eS 16 Bf3 e5 17 Bdl Bd6 18 
&e4 Hb8 19 Wh6++ Diemer- 
Berner, Aulendorf 1951. 

c) 9..0d5 10 &xe7! (10 Axd5 
Rxg5 11 Dxc7 Bb8!=) 10...0xe7 
1] &xh7+ @h8 12 Wh4 @FS 13 
xf5+ Wxh4 14 Dxh4 exf5 15 
@xf5t. 

d) 9...%e8 10 Wh4 Mf8 and now: 

dl) 11 eS is the normal move: 

dil) 11...a6 12 Bf3 H6d7 13 Bg3 
Sxgs 14 Bxg5@xe5 15 dxe5 h6? 16 
Wxh6 Wd4+ 17 Sh Dg 18 Bxg6! 
fxg6 19 Wxg6+t Wind-Overeem, 
Netherlands 1977. 

d12) 11..Ag6 12 Rxg6 fxg6 13 
Bf Dd5 14 Ded Rxgs 15 Dxg5 h6 
16 Def7 We7 17 Raf] e5 18 dxe5 
Re6 19 Wg3 BS 20 Axe6 Wxe6 21 
c4 De7 22 WF2 DFS 23 g4 Bxf7 24 
gxf5 gxf5 25 Bxf5 Haf8 26 Bxf7 
Bxf7 27 We2 Wg6+ 28 Shi Bxfl+ 
29 Wxfl We4+ gives Black the better 
game, Diebert-Fishbein, World 
Open 1986. 

d2) 11 Kael c5 12dxc52xc5+ 13 
hl Be7 14 DeS Dg 15 Wh3 (15 
Rxg6 hxg6 16 Bft) 15...a6 16 
@®xf7 &xf7 (16...e5 17 Axd8 Rxh3 
18 Dxb7 Bc8 19 DaSt) 17 Wxh7 
@f8 18 WhS+ Yg8 19 Rxf6 2xf6 
20 He4 g6 21 Axf6+ Wxf6 22 Rxg6 
Wxg6 23 Bxf8+ is winning for 
White, Clauser-Hansen, Corr 1983- 
4. 


10 Wh4 Ze8 
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After 10...h6 the game transposes 
to note ‘a’ to Black’s ninth move. 
11 eS (D) 


16 &xf7! p=). 

After 16...xf7 Bisguier demon- 
strated the win: 17 De4 Wd4 18 c3 
Wb6 19 Dxf6 Rxf6 20 Bx f+ gxf6 
21 Wh7+. 


A standard manoeuvre. White 17 Des We7 
clears the f-file and prepares to ex- 18 Dh6+ gxh6 
change knights to undermine the de- Sawyer analysed 18...h8, when 
fence of h7. 19 @f5+ Sg8 20 Dxe7+ Wrxe7 21 
IM .. AB Rxf6 Bxf6 22 Bxf6 gxf6 23 Dxf6+ 
12 dxc5 We7 wins for White. 
13 Hael Wxc5+ 19 Wxh6 @h7 
14 Shi go 20 Wxg6+ hs 
15 xg6 hxg6 (D) 21 =Hf7 Exf7 
In the game Ansel-Suit, Corr 22 Wxf7 2d6 
1992, Black took back with the other 23 Qf6+ @®xf6 
pawn: 15...fxg6 16 De4 Dxe4 17 24 Wxf6+ h7 
Bxe4 Rxg5 18 Wxg5 Wxc2 19 Bef4 25 @xd6 Wxd6 
We7 20 Bf7 Wd8 21 W4 g5 (22...b6 26 Wf7+ #h8 


23 @xg6 hxg6 24 WeS++) 22 WH+. 27 ‘fl 10 


2 The Bogoljubow Defence 


In the 1940s Diemer contested a 
number of games against Bogo- 
ljubow, who experimented with the 
defence that now bears his name. 
Black adopts a solid set-up with a 
kingside fianchetto and usually 
seeks counterplay against 44. How- 
ever, it should be noted that any 
similarity with the Griinfeld Defence 
and the King’s Indian Defence is 
only superficial. In this case Black is 
trying to complete his kingside de- 
velopment in preparation against the 
forthcoming attack, while acknow- 
ledging the possible need to retum 
the pawn in search of equality. White 
has a choice between a number of 
aggressive systems, usually featur 
ing Sc4 to target f7 in the knowl- 
edge that ...c6 would give &cl-g5 
greater influence. 

In the first game Diebert-Nowe we 
consider an interesting line featuring 
an early £g5. White aims to increase 
the pressure steadily rather attack di- 
rectly. It is difficult to generalize how 
Black should respond, since White can 
castle on either side of the board. 

The second game, Soller-Gertsch, 
highlights 7 @eS which aims to ex- 
ploit the open f-file at the earliest op- 
portunity. It has experienced a decline 
in popularity since Black has managed 
to refine his defensive resources 

A common continuation is the Stu- 
dicr Attack 6 &c4 227 7 0-0 0-08 
Wel intending Wh4, 2h6 and %g5 — 
a simplistic but powerful way to create 


mating threats. The usual developing 
moves for Black are easily rebuffed; 
the logical 8...&f5 is crushed in the 
game Berthelsen-Grant. 

We then move on to the conse- 
quences of 8...0c6 9 Wh4. 
Schneider-Prins features the move 
9...g4, which pinpoints d4. White 
can try various sacrificial options to 
accelerate his mating threats. The fi- 
nal game features 9....¢4 which, al- 
though little-played, is regarded as a 
critical continuation. Certainly it 
prevents White controlling the game 
completely but at best Black merely 
survives the various tactical traps to 
emerge with cqual chances. All the 
possibilities are fully discussed in 
the game Gegner-Ticmann. 


Game 6 
Diebert-Nowe 
Ohio 1986 


1d4d52 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 13 
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This move constitutes the Bo- 

goljubow Defence. 
6 2g5 

The early bishop move is fairly 
well known and generally employed 
as a prelude to Wd2 and queenside 
castling. In this game Diebert de- 
cides on another course of action. 
The main line, 6 &c4, is considered 
later in the chapter. 6 2.3 is consid- 
ered inferior because it aims at a less 
sensitive part of Black’s pawn for 
mation. However, | have success- 
fully experimented with the line and 
managed to confuse an experienced 
grandmaster: 6...2g7 7 &g5 0-0 8 
0-0 Dbd7 9 Wel b6 10, Wh4 2b7 11 
Sh6 c5 12 dS Bxd5? 13 Axd5 
xd5 14 Dg5 Qxb2 15 Bg7!hS 16 
&xb2 e5 17 Had] &c6 18 &c4 1-0 
Lane-G.Flear, Cappelle la Grande 
rpd 1994. 

Also intercsting is 6 2f4 2p7 7 
Wad2 0-0: 

a) 8 0-0-0 is popular: 

al) 8...c6 9 h4 and now: 

al1)9...Ad5 10 hS Dxf4 11 Wxf4 
Wd6 12 DeS f6 13 2c4+e6 14 hxg6! 
fxeS 15 Wh2 h6 16 Be4 Wh4 17 
dxeS5 Wxc4 18 DF6+ Ph8 19 Bd3 
{bd7 20 Kh3 1-0 Diemer-Schoen- 
fuss, Rastatt 1954. 

al2)9...h5 10 &c4 “bd7 11 Bhfl 
bS 12 &d3 a6 13 He4= Campbell- 
Grotts, Corr 1988-9. 

a3) 9...2e6 10 hS AxhS 11 2h6 
f6 (11...2d7? 12 BxhS! gxh5 13 
We5++) 12 2e2 Dd7 13 dS cxd5 14 
Ad4 Wb6 15 RF DeS 16 Axd5t 
Gegner-Weber, Corr 1980. 

al4) 9..2g4 10 Be2 d5 11 
4e5= (Diemer). 


a2) 8...2)a6 9 h4 h5 10 &c4 Ab4 
11d5 a5 12 a3 Da6 13 DeS Wc5 14 
We3 b6 15 &c6+ Rasmussen-Han- 
len, Corr 1982. 

a3) 8...Abd7 9 h4 b6 10 hS Axh5 
11 Bxh5 gxh5 12 Rh6 2xh6 13 
Wxh6 Af6 14 2d3 gd 15 Des 
RQxdl 16 Bxh7+ Ph8 17 F5+ begs 
18 @ce4 1-0 Diemer-Schoenfuss, 
Baden 1954. 

a4) 8...c5 9 d5 (Harding indicated 
instead 9 @b5 “a6! when Black is 
fine) 9...a6 and now: 

a41) 10 h3 bS 11 g4 Wa5 12 Wh2 
De8 (12...Qbd7 13 c7 Abs 14 
He5 2b7 15 g5t+t) 13 Rxb8 Bxb8 
14 Wxb8 Dd6 15 Dd2 (15 Wa7!”) 
15..2b7 16 Wa7 2xc3 17 Db3 
(Kloss analysed 17 bxc3 Wa3+ 18 
Sbl Bxd5 19 Ab3 De4 20 Bd3 
c4 and 17 Wxc5 2xd2+ 18 Bxd2 
Wxd2+ 19 @xd2 HDe4+ FF) 
17...Wxa2 18 bxc3 c4 19 Dc5 Wa3+ 
20 Sd2 Qxd5 21 Bgl Bc8 22 He2 
Wxc5¥ Diemer-K loss, Corr 1953-4. 

a42) 10 a4?! bS 11 axbS axb5 12 
&xb5 He4!+F French-Tejler, Corr 
1967. 

b) 8 &c4 and now: 

bl) 8...c6 9 0-0 Dbd7 10 2h6 
{b6 11 &b3 Dbd5 12 Hael 247! 
13 Wg5! &xf3 14 Bxf3 Dxc3 15 
bxc3 e6 16 &xg7 &xg7 17 WeS 1-0 
Diebert-Gibbins, Columbus City Ch 
1978. 

b2) 8...2bd7 9 0-0-0 a6 10 h4 bS 
11 &2b3 DhS 12 g4 &®xf4 13 Wxf4 
h6 14 g5h5S 15 We4cS 16 dxc5S We7 
17 Bd5 Wa7 18 Dxe7+ Bh7 19 
2.xf7!++ Diemer-Kloss, Corr 1953-4. 

b3) 8...c5 9 d5 a6 10 a4 b6 11 0-0 
He8 12 d6?! Axd6 13 Had! 2d4+! 


14@xd44xc4 15 Wf2 Dxb2 16 Heb 
4\xd1 17 Bxdl Wxdi+ 18 Axdl 
Rxe6 19 2h6 Bd8 20 WH Ba7FF 
Grabel-Kampars, Corr 1964-5. 

6 .. g7 
0-0 (D) 


7 2c4 


8 0-0 

White argues that his chances are 
best with the king safely protected on 
the kingside, but 8 Wd2 is also pos- 
sible: 

a) 8...c6 9 0-0 (9 0-0-0c6 10 2h6 
c6?! 11 h4 bS 12 2d3 b4 13 Ded 
xc4 14 &xe4 We7 15 hSt Allen- 
Guard, Paignton 1993) 9...@\bd7 10 
Zael (Roos considered 10 Ae5 Wa5 
11 Hael @b6 12 h4 to be equal) 
10...Ab6 11 &b3 a5 12 a4 We7 13 
@®cS Dbd7 14 We3 c6 15 Dxf7! 
4\g4 16 Dh6+ Dxh6 17 Wxe6+ Sh8 
18 2xh6 D6 199 2xg7+ Wxg7 20 
We7++ Hohne-Gerold, Corr 1968-9. 

b) 8...b6 9 0-0-0 2b7 10 h4 %c6 
11 hS aS 12 2d3 DxhS 13 Bh6 
Sxf3 14 gxf3 Dc6 15 Bxh5 gxh5 16 
Rgl+++Diemer-Heinz, Corr 1953-4. 

c) 8...2¢49 DeS RFS 10 h3 Ded 
11 Dxe4 Rxe4 12 DAxt7 Bxf7 13 
Rxf7+ Sxf7 14 Wr4t+ 2F5 15 g4 
Wd5 16 Efl cS 17 We3 exd4 18 
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We7+ ++ Stock-Carvalho, Corr 
1970-1. 

d) &..2f5 9 2h6 De4 10 We3 
4d6 1 1 2b3= Diemer-Meyer, Corr. 

e) 8..2bd7 9 0-0 c5 10 dxc5 
4)xc5 11 We2 2e6 12 Had] 2xc4 
13 Wxc4 We8 14 Ad5 Bc8 15 We5 
4&)xd5 16 @xf7 Ab6 17 Dh6+ Ph8 
18 Wg8+ ++ Diemer-Lange, Corr 
1954. 

8 ... c6 

Other moves have been tried: 

a) 8...c5 9. d5 @bd7 10 We2 (10 d6 
e6 11 Wel h6 12 Wh4 hxg5 13 Dxgs 
A®hS 14 g4 4)7f6 15 Bxf6 Wxf6 16 
Ace4 Wd4+ 17 Shi Wxc4 18 gxh5 
f5 19 hxg6 Bd8 20 4)f6+ 2xf6 21 
Wh7+ 1-0 Diemer-Bachl) 10...2b6 
11 Bad! BFS 12 Bd2 Wc8 13 d6?! 
Axd6 14 Dd5 Dxd5 15 Rxd5 Wh6 
16 2xe7 Bae8 17 Bel Dc8 18 VxfB 
Bxe2 19 Bdxe2 2xfBF Diebert-Sil- 
man, Philadelphia 1989. 

b) 8.264 9 Wd2 (9 d5 c6 10 h3 
RQxf3 11 Wxf8 Wa5 12 Ded Dxd5 
13 2xd5cxd5 14 Hc3 Dc6 15 Dxd5 
f6+ Snyder-Sawyer, Lansdale 1980) 
9...c6 (9...2xf 10 Bxf3 Ac6 11 
Rd1= Diemer-Kloss, Corr 1954-5) 
10 Bad! Ad7 11 Wf4 2xf3 12 Bxf3 
We8 13 Dd5 e514 Wh4 h5 15 Axc7 
We8 16 Dxa8 Dxd4 17 Bc3 Wxa8 
18 Bfl bS 19 2d3+ Diebert-Fink, 
Philadelphia 1987. 

c) 8..2d7 transposes to Diemer 
Kotek which is featured in the Intro- 
duction. 

d) 8...Abd7 9 Wel Ab6 10 2b3 
29411 Wh4 2xf3 12 Bxf3 h6?! (the 
weakness of the kingside now be- 
comes catastrophic) 13 &xh6 2xh6 
14 Wxh6 Wxd4+ 15 Yh! e6 16 
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&xe6 Dh7 17 Bxf7 1-0 Diebert- 
Hayes, Ohio Ch 1986. 
9 Wel &\bd7 

Diebert-Goonetilleka, Ohio 1986 
continued instead with the less 
standard idea 9...h6. There followed 
10 &h4 (10 Wh4? hxg5 11 Dxg5 
2 f5!F7) 10...2f5 11 2b3 aS 12 Rdl 
bS 13 a4 b4 14 Dbl We7 15 Dbd2 
@bd7 16 h3 @d5 17 Ac4 76 18 
@fe5 Rc8 19 Bg3 W7 20 Ad3d=. 

10 Wh4 

White’s strategy is to seek attack- 
ing possibilities while restricting the 
movement of Black’s pieces. Die- 
bert handles such positions success- 
fully by bringing further pieces to the 
kingside before embarking upon de- 
cisive measures. If Black responds 
weakly, then White can usually play 
for mate along the lines of the Stu- 
dier Attack with £2h6, ®g5 and then 
trying to dislodge the f6-knight. 


10... 4\b6 
11 2b3 4\bd5 
12 Rael h5 


A precaution against the threat of 
2h6. 


13° h3 Reb 

14 Be5 We8 
14...277! allows 15 @xg6t. 

15 @hl AecT 


A standard manoeuvre to ex- 
change White’s influential bishop. 
However, in the time taken for this 
Diebert is able to improve the posi- 
tions of his other pieces. 


16 Ded Rxb3 
17 axb3 ®ecd5 
18 %c5! 


White is keen to dislodge the d5- 
knight with c4. 


18... @c7 
Black is running out of ideas. 
18...b6 might be a slight improve- 
ment, but after 19 “\cd3 White still 
has good prospects. 
19 c4 


20 @xg6! 

White launches the final attack, 
against which there is no decent de- 
fence. Most of Black’s pieces stand 
helplessly by on the queenside. 


20 .. fxg6 
21 Bxe7 4fe8 
22 We4 Bd6 
23 «fT Rxd4 
24 Bho Rp? 
25 Bxp7 Rxdi+ 
26 Gh2 Dd6 
27 Wxg6 1-0 
Game 7 
Soller-Gertsch 
Biel 1953/4 
1 d4.d5 2 e4 dxe43 Ac3 D6 413 
exf3 5 Dxf3 g6 
6 Rc4 


White puts his king’s bishop on its 
most useful square, attacking f7. 
Black can hardly contemplate ...e6 


since this would weaken his kingside 
dark squares. 
6... £7 (D) 

Other moves are inferior: 

a) 6...2\bd7? 7 Qxf7+! Sxf7 8 
ADg5+ Sg8 9 Deb We8 10 0-0 Bb8 
11 We2 Wf7 (Dicmer-Stutterer, Ger 
many 1951) 12 Ags! We8 13 Ads 
Sg7 14 Dxc7++. 

b) 6... £5?! 7 De5 e68 g4 Red 9 
®xf7 Sxf7 10 Dxe4 Dxe4 11 O-O+ 
He7 12 Hel Df6 13 Bxe6+ Sd7 14 
Rg5 Re7 15 WH Hc8 16 c3 Dbd7 
17 Rael h6 18 &xh6 Exh6 19 Bxe7 
Eh8 20 g5 DhS 21 Wed BB 22 
&xd7 1-0 Diemer-Hendriksen, Corr. 

c) 6.64? 7 Qxf7+ x7 8 
De5+ Sg7 9 Dxgd Dxg4 10 Wxe4 
Bg8 11 Rf4 Sh8 12 0-0-0 7 13 
De4 26 14 Dg5 Wd5 15 Zhel Ac6 
16 c3 Had8 17 Ze3 Wxa2 18 Bh3 
Rg7 19 Hc6++ DiemerElfert, Ras- 
tatt 1953. 


This early knight sortie was con- 
sidered one of the best replies in the 
1950s and Diemer often employed it 
with success. The question is 
whether the pressure on f7 is suffi- 
cient to cause Black real defensive 
problems, or if the manoeuvre is 
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merely premature. In recent years, 
the trend has been towards 7 &g5 or 
70-0; these moves are covered in the 
rest of the chapter. 7 h4 has proved 
to be a reasonable shock tactic by 
Tom Purser and is widely known as 
the Mad Dog Attack. In practicc it is 
all too easy for Black to underesti- 
mate the danger, but on the other 
hand if White’s attack fails then his 
kingside pawn structure is a mess in 
the long term: 

a) 7..2£4? 8 Qxf7+ Oxf7 9 
De5+ Hgs (9...He8 10 Axed Dxg 
11 Wxg4 Wxd4 12 Wc8+ Wd8 13 
Wxb7 4d7 14 @d5++ Rittenhouse- 
Wettering, Corr 1991) 10 Axg4 
Axg4 11 Wxg4 Rxd4 12 2h6 of7 
13 0-0-0c5 14 De4 Wd5 15 WHB3+ 
WS (15...d¢8 16 Df6+!) 16 Wb3+ 
++ Purser-Lind, Corr 1980. 

b) 7...@\bd7? 8 2xf7+ Sxf7 9 
Deg5+ Ses 10 De6t+. 

c) 7...2.f5 8 De5 0-09 £4 Red 10 
®xe4 Dxe4 11 Dxf7! Bxf7 12 
Rxf7+ Sxf7 13 WHR+ Df 14 g5 
Wxd4 15 gxf6 exf6 16 Wb3+ Sf8 17 
Re3 We5 180-0-04c6 19 Bd5 We4 
20 &c5+ He8 21 Bhdl Babs 22 
Hd8+ ++ Purser-Weinberg, Corr 
1983-4. 

d) 7...c5 8 2f4 0-09 hS Axh5 10 
BxhS gxhS 11 Wd3 Wb6 12 4d5 
We6+ 13 Sf1 Dc6 14 Dxe7+! Wxe7 
15 Des Wxg5 (15...2d8 16 Wxh7+ 
Sf8 17 Rxf7 Wxt7 18 Dxf7 Sxf7 
19 2h6 Xe8 20 Hg!! intending Bfl+ 
gives White a clear advantage) 16 
&xg5+ Purser-Lucas, Atlanta 1985. 

e) 7...b5 8 De5 BB (8...0-0? 9 
@xg6) 9 Bfl Re4 10 Wd3 AES 11 
BxfS gxfS 12 WxfS Wxd4? 13 Wc8+ 
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Wd8 14 Sxf7+! Bxf7 15 Wxd8+ 
&xd8 16 Axf7+ Sd7 17 Af fol- 
lowed by 0-0-0 gives White a slight 
advantage, Jensen-Kunath, Corr 
1988-9. 

f) 7...0-0! 8 h5S?! (8 &g5 intending 
Wd2 is a better idea) 8...axh5 9 
BxhS gxhS 10 Wd3 Wd6! 11 Bd5 
(11 Dgs Wg6FF) 11... g3+ 12 Sf 
Ac6 13 Rf4 We6 14 Wb3 Re6 15c3 
Rxd5 16 Rxd5 Wd3+ 17 Sg) Das 
18 Wad c6 19 Wxa5 b64 Purser — 
Richter-Mendau, Corr 1984-6. 

7 3e8 0-0 

Instead 7...e6 8 S2g5 h6 (after 
8...0-02 9 0-0 Abd7 10 Hc4 White 
picks up a piecc) 9 2h4 g5 10 Rf2 
@bd7 11 We2 c6? 12 ®xf7 is win- 
ning for White. 

8 0-0 

8 2g5 generally transposes to the 
text but there is scope for more inde- 
pendent play: 8...c5 9 dxcS Wa5S 10 
We2 Wxc5= Diemer-Kloss, Corr 
1955 or 8...2c6 9 Dxc6 bxc6 10 
Wd2 2f5 110-0-0@d5 12 Ha4 Bbs 
13 b3 Bb4 14 h3 Wd6 15 %c5 with 
a balanced position, Diemer-Studier, 
Corr 1955. 

8 .. ®bd7 
9 &g5(D) 


9 .. c6 

An amusing finish is possible for 
White upon 9...2xe5? 10 dxe5 
Wxdl 11 Baxdl 4d7, viz. 12 Bxf7! 
Bxf7 (12..Dxe5 13 BxfB++ SxfB 
14 Hd8#) 13 e6 DeS 14 exf7+ Oxf7 
15 Hd8+ 2f8 16 Rh6ot+. 

Black tried to create play against 
the centre with 9...c5 in Diemer- 
Meyer, Corr 1952. There followed 
10 ®xd7 (10 @xf7!? Bxf7 11 
S&xf7+ Yxf7 12 dxcS gave White 
some compensation for the material 
in Niedermann-Klinger, Corr) 
10... Wxd7 (10...2xd7 11 dxc5 We7 
12 b4) 11 d5 Dg4 12 h3 h6 13 REA 
d4+ 14 Shi Df2+ 15 Bxf2 Vxf2 
16 &xh6 Hd8 17 We2 2d4 18 Bf 
&g7 19 d6 e6 20 Rxg7 Sxg7 21 
We5+, winning for White. 

10 2b3 

The position is almost the same as 
Zsu.Po'gar-Anand, New Delhi 1990 
except that there White had the extra 
move @h1. It occurred via the move- 
order 1 d4 d6 2 4 @f6 3 f3.d54 c3 
dxe4 5 S2g5 exf3 6 Dxf3 g6 7 c4 
27 8 De5 0-09 0-0 Abd7 10 hl 
c6. The game continued 11 Wf3 (11 
Wel!?) 11...0b6 12 2b3 RFS 
(12...Wxd4 13 @xf7 Bxf7 14 Bad! 
WeS5 15 Hd8+ 2f8 16 &xf6 exf6 17 
Wxf6 Wxf6 18 Hxf6++) 13 Had! 
@Dfd5 14 Wg3 Reb 15 Bd2 c7 16 
Be2 Rxb3 17 axb3 He6 18 AB 
@®d5 19 c4 “F620 Wh4 Wb6 21 b4 
Zad8 22 Bal a8 23 &c3 a6 24 De5 
Wce7 25 Bf3. White has some 
chances but Black’s position re- 
mains solid. 

Returning to the genuine Black- 
mar-Diemer position, in which 


White does not have an extra move, 
we consider the following altema- 
tives to 10 2b3: 

a) 10 @h1 (a luxury White cannot 
afford quite yet) 10...Qb6 11 2b3 
4bd5 (11...AfdS 12 Rh4 RFS 13 
Wel [6 14 Df Ph8 15 Des Bh6 16 
RA2 g5 17 Dc5 We8 18 a4t Strobl- 
Elsnig, Steirische 1954) 12 ®xd5 
cxd5 13 Wf3 Re6 14 Dd3 Bg4 15 
We3 QF5 16 f2 Bc8 17 c3Wd7 18 
Bac! “e4F Fechner —Richter-Men- 
dau, Corr 1972-3. 

b) 10 a4 @xe5?! 11 dxe5 Wb6+ 12 
@hi Des 13 e6! Df2+ 14 Bxf2 
Wxf2 15 exf7+ Exf7 16 Wd8+ 2f8 
17 Dea! Wxc2 (17...Wf5 18 Dg3 
Wxg5 19 2xf7+ &xf7 20 Bfl+ ++) 
18 Qxf7+ Sxf7 19 Bfl+ RFS 20 
Wxa8 Wxe4 21 Wxa7 Whb4 22 h3 
g7 (22...eg8 23 Wa8!) 23 We3 
bg8 24 b3 6 25 BxfS exf5 26 We6b+ 
g7 27 Rf6+ Ph6 28 We3+ f4 29 
WeS WceS 30 2g7+ 1-0 Soller- 
Gertsch, Biel 1953/4. 

c) 10 Wel? is met by 10...Dxe5 11 
dxeS 4g4. The combined threats of 
..Wd4+ and ...AxeS5 give Black a 
clear advantage. 

10 ... “b6 

Black has tried a number of alter- 
natives: 

a) 10...2xe5 11 dxe5 and now: 

al) 11...Wxd1 12 Zaxdl 2247 13 
Rd4++. 

a2) 11...Wb6+ 12 Phi Dg 13 6 
46 (13...0f2+ 14 Bxf2 Wxf2 15 
cxt7+ Bxf7 16 Wd8+ 2f8 17 Det! 
gives rise to play similar to note ‘b’ to 
White’s tenth move) 14 exf7+ @h8 15 
We2 gives White the advantage, Die- 
mer-Janda, Switzerland 1952. 
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b) 10...We7 11 2f4 Wad8 12 WH 
@®b6 13 Hadi Dbd5 14 Bcl Dxc3 
15 bxc3 Re6 16 Rxe6 fxe6 17 Wh3 
Wd6 18 c4 intending 23 is good for 
White, Diemer-Beck, Corr 1952. 

c) 10...Wb6 11 Shi e6 12 Dxd7 
&xd7 13 Ded Wxd4 14 WH c5 15 
@f6+ 2xf6 16 2xf6 Wed 17 We3 
4d7 18 Bael followed by £h8 is 
winning for White, Kaulich-Proske, 
Corr. 

11 Wad2 

After 11 @h1 the game transposes 
to note ‘a’ to White’s tenth move. 

The main alternative is 11 Wd3 
when the game normally proceeds 
11...abd5 12 Kael 2e6 13 Ded 
“xe4 (13...Qc7 14 c4!) 14 Bxe4. 
For example: 

a) 14.215 15 Bxf5 gxf5 16 Bh4 
£6 17 Wxf5 fxeS 18 Wxh7+ Sf7 19 
Rh6 Bg8 20 &xg7 Bxg7 21 WES+ 
g8 22 We6+ Bf7 23 Wh3 Bf6 24 
Bh8+ £7 25 Bxd8 Hxd8 26 dxeS 
Bg6 27 Wh7+ Hg7 28 Wh5+ Sgs 29 
g4+ Diemer-Sutterer, Baden-Baden 
1951. 

b) 14...16 15 Dxg6 hxg6 16 Kxe6 
fxg5 17 Bfel Ef7 18 Exg6 Sf8 oc- 
curred in Diemer-Sutterer, Scheidegg 
1951. White has some compensation 
for the sacrificed material. 

c) 14..h6 15 2xh6 Rxh6 16 
@xg6 He8 17 Bxe6 fxe6 18 Wh3 
Gh7 19 De5 BS 20 OF Bxf7 21 
Bxf7+ Sg8 22 BR Df4 23 Rxeb+ 
@xe6 24 Wxe6+ Gh7 25 Bf7+ 2g7 
26 We5 Wh8 27 Bxe7+ Rittenhouse- 
Dravnieks, Corr 1985-7. 

Il... aS 

A suggestion by the Swiss master 

Dr. Nievergelt and recommended by 
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Euwe and Pachman. The subtle point 
is that White must slightly weaken 
his queenside pawn structure to 
avoid the bishop on b3 being 
trapped, and Black can then proceed 
with the plan of exchanging pieces. 
Morc often Black chooses the move 
order 11...Qbd5 12 Hael but this 
may be less accurate: 

a) 12...2e6 13 a4 Be8 14 Ac5 
We8 15 Dxe6 Wxe6 16 Dxg6 De4 
17 Df4 Dxd2 18 Dxe6 Dxfl 19 
Rxd5 fxe6 20 Rxe6+ Gh8 21 c3 
S&£6F Roozendaal-Schijldt, Amster- 
dam 1958. 

b) 12...0c7 13 De4 De6 14 c3 
@xe4 15 Hxe4 Dxg5 16 Wxg5 2f6 
17 Wh6 Wd6? 18 Bh4! 2xh4 19 
Exf7 1-0 Diemer-Sutterer, Rastatt 
1952. 

c) 12...2xe3 13 bxc3 AF5 14 Rh6 
4g4 15 Rxg7 Sxg7 16 BxfSt Bors- 
dorff-Peters, Corr 1955. 

12 a4 

12 a3 was tried in Diemer-Lerchs, 
Beverwijk 1953. After 12..bd5 13 
Bael c7 14 Dad De6 15 Dxf7! 
Bxf7 16 Bxe6 2xe6 17 Rxe6 Wd6 
(17...He4 18 Qxf7+ Ph8 19 We 
Wxd4+ 20 hl DAxgs 21 Wxg5 
Wxa4=) 18 2c5 b6 19 2f4 Wd8 20 
4)d3! Wxd4+ 21 Shi Haf8 22 Des 
White had a large advantage. 

12. <c.: @bd5 
13, Hael 4)xc3?! 

In a misdirected effort to liquidate 
White’s initiative, Black exchanges 
knights. However, in so doing he 
underestimates the power of the 
light-squared bishop which now has 
access to the weak point at f7. Die- 
mer’s suggestion 13..2e6 looks 


more to the point, although after 14 
2h6 Dc7 15 Bxg7 Sxg7 16 Be3 
2xb3 17 cxb3 De6 18 De2 c5 19 
Bh3 hS 20 g4 @xd4 21 Af4 Dxg4 
22 DxhS+! Sg8 23 Axgd D+ 24 
Rfxf3 Wxd2 25 Dhf6+ White was 
winning in Molenbrock-Roozcn- 
daal, Amsterdam 1958. 


14. bxc3 c5 
15 We3 cxd4 
16 cxd4 &d5 (D) 


17 &xf7! 

The winning move. Black’s posi- 
tion will be ruined by the pin on the 
a2-g8 diagonal. 

17... Bxf7 


18 Bxf7 éxf7 
18...4xe3 19 Bxe7+ @h8 20 
Bxg7! gives Black no chance. 


19 &xe7 Wd7 
20 WfB3+ begs 
21) 2xd5+ $h8 
22 Wi 1-0 
Game 8 
Berthelsen-Grant 
Corr 1970-1 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Ac3 416413 
exf3 5 Dxf3 266 2c4 27 


7 0-0 0-0 
8 Wel (D) 

This move constitutes the Studier 
Attack, which has for decades been 
considered the main line. The simple 
plan of Wh4, 2h6, 4g5 is a power- 
ful weapon in practical play. 

Instead 8 h3 is recommended by 
Orlov, to avoid ...2g4 and to meet 
8...2c6 with 9 &g5 intending Wd2 
and Zae 1. It is yet to receive a serious 
lest. 


8 .. £5 

Black rather greedily targets the 
c2-pawn. The main line is 8...2c6, 
which is featured in the following 
illustrative games. Alternatives: 

a) 8...2g¢4 9 Wh4 and now Black 
has, apart from 9...2xf3 10 Bxf3 
4\c6 and 9....2)c6, which both trans- 
pose to the main game Gegner-Tie- 
mann: 

al) 9...c6 10 @hi (10 2€3!7) 
10...2xf38 11 Bxf3 WaS 12 2g5 
@bd7 13 Hafl= Henris-Vanhee, 
Corr 1983. 

a2) 9...Abd7 10 Ph! c6 11 Rh6 
4\b6 12 Dgs Dxc4 13 Rxg7 Sxg7 
14 Bxf6 h6 15 Bxf7+ Bxf7 16 Dxf7 
Wxd4 17 Efi! hS 18 Wxe7++ Hen- 
ris-De Cuyper, Brussels 1981. 
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a3) 9...c5 10 dxcS5 Wc8 11 ®g5!? 
(Gegner, 11 2e32xf3 12 Bxf3 We4 
13 2g5 Wxh4 14 &xh4 Dc6= 
Schuh-Neunhoffer, Baden Ch 1984) 
11..Wxc5+ 12 Gh Wxc4 13 Bf 
We8 (13...Wc6 14 Bxf6!) 14 Dd5 
Bc8 15 Exf6h6 (15...exf6 16 Ax f6+ 
SB 17 Dgxh7+ +) 16 Dxf7 is as- 
sessed as unclear by Gegner. 

b) 8..0g4 9 He2 e5 10 h3 e4 11 
g5 Bxd4+ 12 Shi Df2+ 13 Bxf2 
Rxf2 14 Wxf2 We7 15 2e3 Ad7 16 
Bfl Des 17 Wh4 1-0 Webster- 
Slouber, Milwaukee 1972. 

c) 8..Dbd7 9 Wh4 Db6 10 2b3 
a5 11 a4 and now: 

cl) 11...Dg4 12h3 Df 13 Bh6t 
(Harding). 

c2) 11...25 12h3 c6 13 2h6 AhS 
14 &xg7 Dxg7 15 Wh6 g5 15 Kadi 
Jensen-Talbot, Corr 1990-1. 

c3) 11..c6 12 @h6 &g4 13 Dgs 
SHS 14 Bxg7 Sxg7 15 2x7! Wd7 
16 26 Wd6 17 2b3 Dbd5 18 Zael 
Ac7 19 Sh1 h6 20 Dge4 Wxd4? 21 
&xf6! 1-0 Leisebein-Zill, Corr 
1986. 

c4) 11...abd5 12 Dxd5 Dxd5 13 
Rxd5 Wxd5 14 Wxe7 Wc6 15 c3 
Re6 16 Rf4 Kac8 17 Des Wd5= 
(Harding). 

c5) 11...$2g4 (Pachman) and now: 

c51) 12 Res Wd7 13 Bael Rxf3 
14 Bxf8 Abd5 15 Dxd5 Dxd5 163 
26 17 Bh3 hS 18 Bg3 bg7 19 Wes 
Rxg5 20 Bxg5 Df6 21 Wxe7 Bfe8 
22 Wxd7 Bxel+ 23 &f2 Dxd7 24 
Sxel Be8+ 25 $d2=Lotti-del Lotti, 
Corr 1989-91. 

©52) 12 De2 Rxf3 13 Bxf3 Wd7 
14 Rg5 Dbd5 15 Bafl Hab 16 c4 
@®b4 17 c3 Bd8 18 d5 c6 19 Rxf6 
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2xf6 20 Bxf6 exf6 21 De4 cxd5 22 
Axf6+ Bxf6 23 Wxf6 dxc4 24 Rxc4 
with roughly equal chances as the 
pressure on f7 is awkward, Nickl — 
Richter-Mendau, Corr 1985. 

c53) 12 gS (Gegner/Studier) 
12...Wxd4+ (12...h6? 13 Dxf7 Bxf7 
14 Sxf7+ Sxf7 15 Wxg4t+) 13 
Phi h6?! (13..Qbd7 14 Ba) 14 
@xf7 Bxf7 15h3 g5 16 Rxf7+ Sxf7 
17 Wxg4 Wxg4 18 hxg4 Ye8 19 
&\b5t (Gegner/Studier). 

d) 8...b6 9 Wh4 2a6 10 &xa6 
@xa6 11 &h6 Wd7 12 h3 DhS 13 
Rxg7 Sxg7 14 DeS Wd6 15 DbS 
W4 16 a4 £6 17 Dc6 We4 18 Dxe7 
Zae8 19 Zael Wxa4 20 Dxa7 Abs 
21 Dac8 Dc6 22 Axc6 Wxc6 23 
He7 Wd7 '4-'4 Meszaros-Madl, 
Hungary 1993. 

9 Wh4! 

This is the point. White abandons 
the pawn, preferring to launch an 
immediate attack. The more cautious 
9 2b3 is contrary to the spirit of the 
opening, and far less convincing: 
9...2c6 (9...Re8 10 2xf7+! x7 11 
Dg5+ Sg8 12 BxfSt) 10 Wh4 Da5 
11 &g5 Dxb3 12 cxb3 Wd6 13 DeS 
De4! 14 Re3 R6FF Sneiders- 
Dover, Corr 1963-4. 

9 ... 2x02?! 

Considering the severe fate that 
now befalls Black, it is under- 
standable that alternatives have been 
examined: 

a) 9...2\c6 and now: 

al) 10 &h6?! Aga! 11 Rxg7 
&xg7 12 Rael Axd4F4. 

a2) 10 Re3 and now: 

a21) 10..&xc2 11 g4 e6 12 Zacl 
Re4 13 Dg5 Rd5 14 Dceé (it is not 


clear why Morin dismissed 14 Bxf6 
h6 15 Ace4 Bxc4 16 Bxc4++) 
14...2xe4 15 Bxf6 h6 16 DAxe4 g5 
17 WE2 2xf6 18 Dxfo+ og7 19 
Bfl+ Morin-Aranoff, Corr 1990. 
a22) 10...g4 11 Ags h5(11...h6? 
12 Axf7! Bxf7 13 Bxf7+ Sxf7 14 
Wxg4++) 12 Bxf5 Dxe3 13 Bxf7 
®xd4 (13...Axc4 14 Bxg7+ &xg7 
15 De6+ ++) 14 BF6+ Axc4 15 
Exg6 DFS 16 Wxce4+ Gh8 17 
47++ Swaffield-Kunath, Corr. 

a23) 10....Ab4 11 Bad! @xc2 12 
&g5! c6 13 h3 WaS occurred in 
Sneiders-Bohley, Corr 1965. Med- 
nis now analysed 14 g4! &d7 15 Hf2 
followed by ®e5 with a strong at- 
tack. 

a3) 10 h3 (a slow move; the idea 
is to play &h6 without fear of 
...)g4) and now: 

a31) 10...0b4 11 &h6 c6 12 Had] 
Wb6 (12...Axc2 13 g4 Red 14 
Best) 13 Des DbdS 14 xd5 
cxd5 15 g4 gave White a clear ad- 
vantage due to the threat of $2xg7 
and &xf6, in Jensen-T.Larsen, Corr 
1990. 

a32) 10...&xc2 11 2h6 Wd7 
(I1...2xh6 12 Wxh6 Dxd4 13 Des 
FS 14 BxfS gxf5 15 Dd5 f4 16 Bd 
Wd6 17 Bd3! Bfd8 18 Axfot+ ++ 
Jensen) 12 “e2 Bad8 13 Hacl 2F5 
14 Bcd1 Sxh6 15 Wxh6 Wd6 16 
Ags Wo4 17 &d3 Dxd4 18 Dg3 
Wxb2 19 Bf2 Wa3 20 A3e4 1-0 Jen- 
sen-Holwell, Corr 1992. 

b) 9..Qabd7 10 2h6 Dg 11 
Rxg7 Sxg7 12 Des Ddf6 13 
Sxf7 Wxd4+ (13...2xf7 14 Bxf5) 
14 @hl= Kohl-Klinkert, Corr 
1984. 
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Gedult-Blanchere, Paris 1973 
(16...%ad8? 17 &xf5++), since 
Black can improve with 16...Wxd7! 
17 Wxf6 (17 Bdl Wxdi+ 18 @xd1 
Zad8 19 “@c3 Bfe8t) 17...Wd6 18 
WxfS We6 19 Wxg6+ fxg6z. 
16 ... Zad8 

Black lacks a decent continuation: 

a) 16...fd8 17 Rxh7+ Ph8 18 
@xf7#. 

b) 16...@h8 17 &xd7 Wxd7 18 
Rfltt. 

c) 16...WeS 17 &xd7 Ph8 18 
Ace4++. 


17° &xh7+ fhs 
18 fe4t+ ops 
19 Bdl wr 
20 &h7+ $hs 
21 2p6+ begs 
22 Deed 10 
Game 9 
Schnelder-Prins 
Corr 1984-5 
1 d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 Ale 4 f3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 266 2c4 29770000 
8 Wel 
8 .. Deb 
9 Wh4 ADg4 


This move is credited to Kloss and 
signals Black’s intention to put pres- 
sure on the d-pawn. The main alter- 
native, 9...22g4, is considered in the 
next game and 9....f5 transposes to 
note ‘a’ to Black’s ninth move in the 
previous illustrative game. 

10 2f4 

a) 10 h3!? is a relatively harmless 
move, allowing Black to fend off the 
attack. Nevertheless, it has still been 
regularly employed: 


al) 10...&2xd4+?! 11 @hl 2f6 
12 gS! h6 13 Dxt7 Wd4 14 Bxfo 
exf6 15 Dxh6t+ Yg7 16 Axg4 
Wxc4 17 &h6+ with a clear advan- 
tage for White, Mallier-Studier, 
Corr 1960. 

a2) 10...2f6 and now: 

a21) 11 Wel? &xd4+ 12 #hi 
@geSF (Gegner). 

a22) 11 Wg3 Dxd4 (11...h5? 12 
hxg4 hxg4 13 De2 gxf3 14 Wxg6+ 
++) 12 Bdl+ (Gegner). 

a23) 11 Bg5 De3 (11...Rxg5 12 
Wxg5 Df6 13 Wh6 Dxd4 14 Dgs 
AES 15 BxfS Rxf5 16 Dd5++) 12 
Rxf6 (12 De4 Bxd4 13 Rxe3 
xe3+ 14 Sh! RFS 15 Dfes h5 16 
Bxf5 1-0 Stummer-Dmke, Corr 
1990) 12...exf6 13 dS AeS 14 De4 
g7 15 Dxf6 Oxf 16 Bxfl Oxf3+ 
17 Bxf3 25 18 Xxf5++ Bachmann- 
Augustin, Corr. 

a3) 10...Axd4! and now: 

a31) 11 Bdl ®xf3+ 12 gx De5! 
13 2xf7+ Shs. 

a32) 11 Ad5 AxfB+ 12 Bx Do 
13 Bd3 Qf! 14 Dxfot Rxf6 15 
&xf7+ Sh8H (Gegner). 

a33) 11 DgS Dh6 12 Re3 DdfS 
13 BxfS Rxf5 14 Bdl We8 15 @d5 
(15 g4!?) 15..e8 16 &cS e6 17 
He3 b6 18 Dxf5 gxf5 19 2e3 e5 20 
Rd5 f4 21 Rf2 c6 22 Rc4 Has! 
(22...Wf5? 23 Hd6 Wxc2 24 2d3 
Wel+ 25 @h2 e4 26 Bxh6 exd3 27 
Bxh7 Wed 28 We4 He7 29 Bxg7+ 
&xg7 30 De6++ S6 31 Bd4+ 1-0 
Sneiders-I.Schwartz, Corr 1965) 23 
Rxf7+ Ph824 Hcl WES 25 24 fxg3 
26 Se3 BB 27 &c4 Bad8 28 Wxg3 
Wg6 0-1 Kampars-I.Schwartz, Corr 
1965-7. 


b) 10 d5!? Wd6 11 @hl 2xc3 12 
bxc3 a5 13 h3 Df6 (13...xc4! 14 
hxg4 f6 15 2h6 Hd8 16 Badl= 
Freidl) 14 Ags hS 15 &d3 Sg7 16 
c4c6 17 &b2 cxd5 18 cxd5 Wxd5 19 
Ded Wc6 20 Bxf6 exf6 21 Axf6 1-0 
Hobson-Szasx, Corr 1968-9. 

c) 10 De2!? Axd4 11 Dexd4 
Rxd4+ 12 Ph! 26 13 Bg5 De3 14 
Bfel Dxc4 15 Wxce4 e6 16 Wh4 
Rxgs 17 Dxg5 hS 18 Badl+ Die 
mer-Kloss, Corr 1958. 

d) 10 4d5?! and now: 

dl) 10...0axd4? 11 Dg5 Dh6 12 
Re3 b5 13 2b3 Axb3 14 Bad] Da5 
15 2c5 Bd7 16 Dxe7+ Ph8 17 Bxf7! 
Bxf7 18 Wxh6! 2xh6 19 2d4+ 1-0 
Diemer-Kloss, Rastatt 1959. 

d2) 10...2e6! 11 Ags (11 Db6? 
Rxd4+ 12 dhl De2+ FY) 11...h5 12 
®xe6 fxe6 13 De3 Bxfl+ 14 Sxfl 
@xd4 15 Dxg4 Dxc2 16 Rxe6+ 
Bh7 17 Se2 Wd6 18 2c4 Bd8 O-1 
Feltmann-Jager, Corr. 

e) 10 De4?! 2F5 11 c3 Bxes 12 
Dg5 hS 13 Oxf? Bxf7 14 Rxf7+ 
Gh7 15h3 Bxd4+ 16 Ph! 26 O-1 
Stader-Gegner, Corr 1987. 

10... Rxd4+ 

The natural continuation which 
picks up another pawn but crucially 
also opens up the d-file for White’s 
rooks. In view of the continuation in 
the game, a different approach may 
be preferred: 

a) 10..@xd4 11 Hadi (11 @d5 
He2+! 12 Phl Dxf4 13 Dxe7+ POh8 
14 De5 Dh6o 15 Bxf4 f6!FF) 
11...Oxf3+ 12 Bxf3 We8 13 AdS#. 

b) 10.e5 11 2g5! Wd6 (11...26 
12 Bxf6 Axi 13 Dxe5 Hg7 14 Axf7 
Bxf7 15 Qxf7 Sxf7 16 Wxh7+ ++) 
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12 De4 W4 13 2b3 Dxd4 14 Be7 
Axf3+ (14...Wb6 15 2c5 Wc6 16 
&®xd4 exd4 17 SxfBtt) 15 Bxf3 
Wxe4 16 &xf8 &xf8 17 Bxf7 1-0 
Gegner-Tiemann, Corr 1986. 

11 Ghi 216 

12 25 &e3 (D) 

This move, which forks the rook 
and bishop, appears to be a fatal blow 
but White has tactical resources. The 
alternatives offer little hope: 

a) 12...2f5 13 Had] We8 14 Ad5 
Bc8 15 h3 h6 16 Rxf6 Dxf6 17 
Wxh6 Dh7 18 Des Dxgs 19 Bxf5 
e6 20 BhS gxh5 21 Bd3 De5 22 
Rg3+ Dg6 23 Dxc7 Bxc7 24 Rxe6 
fxe6 25 Bxg6+ ++ Lewis-Haju. 

b) 12...@g7 (Gunderam) 13 Zad1! 
and now: 

bl) 13...We8?! 14 ®d5 Da5 15 
Bfel+ Jensen-Gunther, Corr 1990. 

b2) 13...2d7 14h3 DgeS (14...h6 
15 Bxd7 Wxd7 16 Wxg4t; 
14...2xg5 15 Dxg5 Dh6 16 
Rxf7!+) 15 DxeS DxeS 16 Bxf6 
exf6 (16...Axc4 17 Mffl+) 17 Wh6t+ 
$g8 18 Dedtt (Gegner). 


Dxdl 

a) 13...2d7 14 2xf6 (14 Des DES 
15 Wf4 2xg5, Diemer-Miiller, Biel 
1975, 16 @Dfxg5 threatening to ex- 


13 Zad!! 
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change pieces with @xf7 followed 
by g4 gives White excellent chances) 
14... D5 (14...exf6 15 Ded Sg7 16 
Bxd7 Wxd7 17 Wxf6+ Yg8 18 
Wg5+ Gunderam) 15 &xe7 Acxe7 
16 Wf4! Dd6 17 DeS HefS 18 g4 
Mg7 19 Bxd6 cxd6 20 2xf7+ Shs 
21 &xg6+ 1-0 Hall-Lewis, Corr. 

b) 13...We8 14 4d5 Oxd5 15 
&xd5 is the best fighting chance. 
White will win back at least one 
pawn while preserving the initiative. 

14 Oxdl 2d7 


15 d5 Axgs 
16 Dxg5 h5 
17 Dfa 


The combined threats of @xg6 
and @xhS are devastating. 
17. bp7 
18 @xh5+ = gxh5 
19 Wxh5 e6 
20 &fl 1-0 


Game 10 
Gegner-Tiemann 
Corr 1988 


1 d4d5 2 c4 dxe4 3 Ac3 D6 4 f3 
exf3 5 xf3 £66 2c4 29770-00-0 
8 Wel 

8... Rp4(D) 


This is generally regarded as the 
most promising plan for Black. The 
exchange on f3 weakens the d-pawn 
and avoids the potential problems of 
the combinations Wh4 and 4g5, or 
&c4 and eS. White can be content 
at the prospect of having the bishop 
pair and the possibility of 2f3-h3 or 
double rooks on the open f-file. 

9 Wh4 4\c6 

Another possibility is 9...2xf3 10 
Bxf3 c5, which is interesting, but 
simple methods suffice to give 
White an advantage, even against a 
grandmaster: 11 dxc5 “bd7 12 Re3 
@e5 13 Bh3h5 14 b4.a5 15 Bd] We8 
16 a3 axb4 17 axb4 Bd8 18 Bfl 
Deg4 19 Ded Wc6 20 gs Bs 21 
g3 DeS 22 Rb3 Bad8 23 d4t 
Y4-'A Bohm-Razuvaev, Dortmund 
1985. 

10 Re3 

10 4e2 is worth consideration, 
and does have the merit of allowing 
White to play Sc I-g5 or h6 in one 
move. Hall-P.Wells, London 1977 
continued 10...2xf3 11 Bxf3 Wd7 
12 2g5 Had8 13 c3 aS 14 Qd3 
Bfe8 15 Bafl Wce6 16 b4 Dc4 17 
@h1 Db6 18 Bh3 hS 19 Bhf3 Abd7 
20 bs We6 21 h3 f8 22 B1f2 Wd7 
23 Bcd Deb 24 Df4 Dxf4 25 Bxf4 
Zf8 26 We3 c6? 27 Rxf6 Qxf6 28 
Wxg6+ with a winning advantage to 
White. 

10 ... 

Others: 

a) 10...Wd7 11 DeS Dxe5 12. dxe5 
@DhS 13 Dd5 Reb 14 Bad! Wad 15 
b3 WaS 16 b4 Wad 17 2b3 Wd7 18 
4)xe7+ 1-0 Sneiders-Schnoor, Corr 
1967. 


Rxf3 


b) 10...Ab4 11 2b3 c6 12 DeS 
with a promising game for White. 

c) 10...e6 11 Hadi &xf3 12 BxfB 
Ad5 13 Rg5 f6 14 cl f5 15 Vgs 
W4d7 16 De2 Bae8 173 DF6 18 Bh3 
hS 19 @f4 WE7 20 d5! exd5 21 Dxd5 
&xd5 22 &xd5 He6 23 Ze3t+ Stu- 
dier-Wolk, sim 1964. 

11 &xf3 (D) 


11... e5 

This move is the only way to cur 
tail White’s initiative and is recom- 
mended by Brinckmann and Euwe. 
There are a few alternatives but none 
to trouble White: 

a) 11...e6 and now: 

al) 12 Hafl Dd5 13 Bg5 Rxd4+ 
14 #h1 £6 15 De4 Dce7 (Duthilleul- 
Griesmann, Bordeaux 1958) and 
now Harding gave 16 c3 with an 
unclear position. 

a2) 12 De2 AdS 13 Bg5 f6 14 
Bh3 (after 14 2d2 the position will 
transpose without having to offer a 
piece) 14...5 (after 14...fxg5 15 
Wxh7+ Of7 16 Bfl+, 16...Df4 17 
Ze3 Axd4 18 Dxf4 gxf4 19 Bxf4+ 
is winning for White, while 16...0f6 
17 Rxe6+ Yxe6 18 Wxg7 offers 
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compensation) 15 2d2 f5 16 Wg3 
Sf7 17.c3 Dce7 18 Hel c6 19 Rgs 
R16 20 Rxf6 Sx f6 21 DAf4 Dxf4 22 
Wxf4 Dd5 23 We5+ G7 24 Wxe6+ 
g7 25 Bg3 Bf6 26 Wes Wd7 27 a4 
BfS 28 2b3 Bf7 29 c4 He7 30 cxd5! 
Bxe5 31 dxeS Bf8 32 d6 c5 33 Bd3 
We6 34 d7++ Sneiders-Hickman, 
Corr 1982. 

a3) 12 Had! 4d5 transposes to 
note ‘c’ to Black’s 10th move. 

b) 11...0h5 12 g4 Dxd4 13 Bh3 
£6 14 Wf2t (Mednis). 

c) 11...h6 12 Bd] Dh7 13 Rxh6 
e5 14 Wed Dxd4 (14..2xh6 15 
Wxg6+ 2g7 16 Rxf7+ Ph8 17 
Hh3++) 15 Bh3 Wd6 16 &xg7 
bxg7 17Wh42h8 18 Wh6+ begs 19 
Rg3 Df8 20 Bxf7+ Sxf7 21 
Wxh8++ Zvers-Fritts, Corr 1964-5. 

d) 11...Wd7 12 Zafl and now: 

dl) 12...We4 13 Wf2 Had8 14 Bf4 
Wd7 15 Bh4e5 16 2g5 Ded 17 We2 
exd4 18 Hd5 De3 19 Dxe3 Hde8 20 
Wg4++ Dries-Crabbendam, Bever- 
wijk. 

d2) 12...2a5 13 2b5 We4 14 Wel 
a6 15 2e2 Wd7 16 Bh3 Wc 17 Ba 
@d5 18 @xd5 Wxd5 19 c4 Wd7 20 
dS De5 21 Wh4 h6 22 Bf h5 23 
&xhS gxhS 24 WxhS f6 25 Wh7+ 
7 26 Bg3 Bg8 27 Whs+ Sf8 28 
Wxe5 1-0 Sneiders-Weininger, Corr 
1963. 

e)11..0b4 12 263 Dbd5 13 Regs 
c6 14 Hafl Wd7 15 He2h5 16 h3 bS 
17 c3 Bae8 18 Rxd5 cxd5 19 WF4 
De4 20 Rh6 Ph7 21 Rxg7 Sxg7 22 
cl Wd6 23 We3 a6 24 4d3 £6 25 
Db4 De5 26 Bf4 a5 27 Dd3 Ded 28 
h4 g5 29 hxg’S fxg5 30 Bf5 Bxf5 31 
Exf5 e632 Bxg5+! Dxg5 33 Wxgs+ 
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@f8 34 DeS5++ Diemer-Hoogen- 
door, Dordrecht 1958. 
12 De2!? 

This is White’s most ambitious ap- 
proach in the position. White refuses 
to accept the pawn back, preferring 
to keep the game unbalanced by 
threatening 2g5. Instead: 

a) 12 d5 @d4 and now: 

al) 13 &xd4 exd4 14 Wxd4 “d7 
15 Wf4 gives equal chances. 

a2) 13 Bafl? Dxf3+ 14 Bxf3 c6! 
15 Bh3 h5+4 Rasmussen-Orlov, Ta- 
coma 1992. 

b) 12 Edi and now: 

bl) I2..exd4 13 Rg5 Wes 
(13...He5 14 Bxf6h6 15 Bxf7 Wxg5 
16 BfS+ Dxc4 17 BxgS hxgsS 18 
We4 De3 19 We6+ gives White the 
better game) 14 2xf6 2xf6 15 Wxf6 
dxc3 16 Wxc3 with some compensa- 
tion. 

b2) 12...2xd4 and now: 

b21) 13 Bh3 DhS (13... We8 14 
@d5++) 14 Rg5 R615 Rx f6 Wxf6 
16 We4 c6 17 Bfl Wg7 18 Wh4 fa 
19 Bxf4 exf4 20 Ded Bfd8 21 Af6+ 
SFB 22 Axh7+ Yes 23 Afo+ SfB= 
Hall-Townsend, Corr 1979. 

b22) 13 Bf2 De8 14 Regs Wd7 15 
@d5 bS 16 Bxd4! (16 De7+ Ph8 17 
Rd5 c6 18 Rxc6 De2+ 19 Bxe2 
Wxdl+ 20 Hel Wd6 21 &xa8 Df6 
22 Dxg6+ fxg6 23 RF3= Kauppala- 
Popov, Corr 1989) 16...exd4 
(16...bxc4 17 e7+ Wxe7 18 &xe7 
exd4 19 RxfBt) 17 He7+ Ph8 18 
Bxf7 Bxf7 19 Rxf7 1-0 Rasmussen- 
Beardsley, Corr 1994. 

c) 12 gS?! Wxd4+ (12...xd4? 
13 Bxf6 Rxf6 14 Rxf6 Wd7 15 


Rxe5 AF5 16 Wf6++) 13 Wxd4 
exd4 14 &xf6 dxc3#. 


12... 4)d5 
13 Qps {6 

14 Bh3 h5 

15 We4 De7 
16 2h4 c6 (D) 


16...g5? is most forcibly met by 
sacrificing the bishop: 17 &xg5 fxg5 
18 Bxh5 gives White excellent at- 
tacking chances. 


18 Wd4 We7 
19 2f6 oh7 
20 Qxg7 bxg7 
21 3b3 c5 

22 Wn b6 


22...Wxe5? was seen in Keller- 
Tiemann, Corr 1986, with White 
gaining material after 23 Exb7 De3 
24 Df4 g5 25 Dd3 We4 26 Dxc5 
We5 27 Debt. 


23 Bd3 Kad8 
24 Hadi “b4 
25 Bd6 Exd6 
26 exd6 Wd7 
27 Df He8 
2 Re6 10 


3. The Tartakower-Gunderam 


Defence 


This variation was originally 
named after the grandmaster who 
suggested 5...2f5. In recem times, 
the German theorist Gunderam has 
ndded much to the understanding of 
the position and his name is now also 
strongly associated with the open- 
ing. This natural developing move is 
logical and avoids the problems that 
arise insome lines where the queen’s 
bishop is blocked in after a sub- 
sequent ...e6. On the other hand, the 
bishop often becomes a target and 
can help White gain a tempo with a 
limcly g4. 

The main line features 6 “e5 and 
independent possibilities are consid- 
cred in Clauser-Taylor. This game 
features 6...c6 7 g4 c4?!, which is 
an ambitious attempt to create in- 
credible complications. A ‘slight’ 
problem for Black is that a refutation 
has now been work out to punish 
such actions. 

The next game highlights 7...2e4 
which has attracted a lot of attention 
due in part to White’s passive re- 
sponse. Lcisebein-Petzold examines 
the critical line which leads by force 
to at least a favourable ending for 
White. 

The most common move is the 
more cautious 7...&g6. In the game 
Diemer-Witte, White responds with 


&g2 and seeks to exert constant 
pressure which Black should cope 
with by accurate play. An improve- 
ment is suggested that appears to be 
promising. 

8 WEB is a strong move for White, 
which is the subject of the two final 
games of this chapter. The pressure 
on the f-file seriously hinders 
Black’s development. Motta- 
Mongilutz concentrates on 8...c6 9 
g5 and now Taimanov’s suggestion 
9...\g8. White manages to maintain 
the initiative by sacrificing another 
pawn. 

It should be noted that the natural 
9...4@d5 has a poor reputation and 
Ludwig-Kummle only confirms this 
point of view. 


Game 11 
Clauser-Taylor 
Corr 1989-90 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D643 
exf3 5 Dxf3 
5 .. Rf5 
A logical continuation that acti- 
vates the bishop and is the starting 
point of the Gunderam Defence. 
6 De5 
The standard and best reply. Other 
moves are less incisive: 
a) 6 &c4 and now: 
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al) 6...c6 7 De5 e6 transposes to 
the Ziegler Defence. 

a2) 6...e6 and now: 

a21) 70-0 Abd7 8 &g5h6 9 Rxf6 
Wxf6 10 h3= Motta-Brennan, Mon- 
tana 1989, 

a22) 7 Re5 Re7 8 0-00-09 We2 
®c6 10 Hadi Ad5 11 Rxe7 Axc3 
12 bxc3 Wxe7 13 Edel Zad8 14 
Rb3 Rg4 15 We4 Bx 16 Bx 
a5 17 BHh3 h6 18 Ble3 xb3 19 
cxb3 Wa3 20 BHhS Wel+ 21 Sf2 
Wd2+ 22 $g3 Ed5 23 Bxd5 exd5 24 
Wf Ed8 25 h4 Bd6 26 Be2 Wel 
(Motta-Griinfeld, USA 1986) and 
now the Israeli Grandmaster pointed 
out that Black has to settle for per- 
petual check after 27 Ke8+! Gh7 28 
Wxf7 Wxc3+ 29 Sh2 Wxd4 30 hS! 
Wh4+ 31 Sgl Wd4+ 32 Sh2 Wh4+. 

a23) 7 DeS Dbd7 8 We2 Dxe5 9 
dxe5 4d7 10 0-0 &c5+ 11 #h1 0-0 
12 De4 Axe5? 13 DxcS Wd4 14 
&d3! Dxc4 15 Bf4 Wd5 16 Ab4stt 
Tartakower-Ravn, Germany 1954. 

a3) 6...20c6 7 0-0 Wd7 8 d5 Ab4 9 
Rb5 c6 10 De5 Bxc2 11 dxc6 bxc6 
12 Wf Wd4+ 13 2e3 Wxe5 14 
&xc6+ gave White a clear material 
advantage in Nielsen-B.Jensen, 
Denmark 1966. 

b) 6 Rd3 Rxd3 7 Wxd3 e67! 
(7...DAbd7 8 2g5 e6 9 0-0-0=) 8 
Wb5+ Dbd7 9 Wxb7 2d6+ Kunath- 
Hall, Corr. 

c) 6 Re2 is rather slow but was 
successful in Polland-W.Schiller, 
Corr: 6...e6 7 0-0 Re7 8 Re3 0-09 
@h4 Red?! (9...2g6 makes more 
sense) 10 @xe4 @xe4 11 Wd3 Wd5 
12 Bf4 Dpgs 13 c4 WaS 14 DPB Ac6 
15 Bfl Wxa2 16 Dxg5 Rxge5 17 Be4 


&xe3+ 18 Wxe3 h5 19 Xxg7+ Oxg7 
20 Wg5+ fh7 21 Wxh5+ dg7 22 
We5+ fh8 23 WE6+ dg8 24 2d3 
Wa5 25 Bf3 1-0. 

d) 6 Dh4 Wd77! (6...2g6!2=) 7 
WF &xc2 8 Wxb7 Wxd4 9 Wxa8 
Wxh4+ 1023 Wb4 11 &b5+ ensured 
White a winning position in Peters- 
Walcheren, Holland 1956. 

6 .. e6 

At this point Black does not have 
much choice as other moves are 
nothing special: 

a) 6...h5?! (Gunderam) 7 Wf3! 
We8 8 Bc4 e6 9 Rg5 Re7 10 Dxf7 
Bf8 (10.224 11 Wd3 Sxf7 12 h3t 
K.Smith) 11 DeS Ag4 12 Rxe7 
@xe7 13 DAxg4 Axgd 14 We3+ 
Halvorsen-F jeld, Stavanger 1963. 

b) 6...2d5?! and now: 

bl) 7 g4 @xc3 8 bxc3 with two 
moves for the bishop: 

bl1) I assume 8...2g6 is bad on 
account of 9 Wf3 c6 10 &c4 e6 11 
0-0 We7 12 2a3 Wf6 13 We2 Weg5 
(13...Wd8 14 Axf7 Rxf7 15 
Bxf7!++) 14 Qxf8 Bxf8 15 Dxf7! 
with a winning position for White 
after either 15...2xf7 16 Xxf7 Exf7 
17 Wxe6+ 2d8 18 Wxf7 Wxg4+ 19 
@ f2 or 15...Xxf7 16 Wxe6+ We7 17 
We8+ Wd8 18 Hael+ e7 19 Xxe7+ 
xe7 20 Zel+. 

b12) 8...2e49 2c4 e6 100-0 2d6 
11 We2 &xeS 12 Wxe4d 2d6 13 
Bxf7++ (Diemer). 

b2) 7 W13 c6 8 4 (8 2d3 Wh4+ 9 
g3 Wxd4 10 ®xf7 Sxf7 11 &xf5 
4xc3 12 bxc3 We5+ 13 Re4+ $d8 
14 0-O++ Gedult-Berge, Paris 1971) 
8...Ab4 9 gxf5 Axc2+ 10 Hdl 
Wxd4+ 11 2d3 Dxal 12 Oxf7! Kes 
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13 Hel Re7 14 He4++ Gedult-So- 
ria, Paris 1971. 

c) 6...c6 7 g4 (7 &c4 transposes to 
the Ziegler Defence) 7...2g¢6 8 g5 
SHS 9 e2 Rxe2 10 Wxe2 Dfd7 11 
Dg e6 12 0-0 Re7 13 De4t Die- 
mer-Ludwig, Corr 1972. 

d) 6...abd7 7 Wf3 e6 8 Wxb7 and 

now: 
dl) 8..2d6 9 2c6! (9 RF4+ Hall- 
Rajaonarison, Worthing. 1978) 
9... Wic8 10 Wxc8 Bxc8 11 &a6 Ba8 
12 2b7++. 

d2) 8...0xe5 9 dxe5 “d7 10 2b5 
Bb8 (10...Wb8 11 Wic6 Wd8 12 225 
&c7 13 Bxe7 Sxe7 14 0-0-0 1-0 
W.Ludwig-K.Ludwig, Biderach 
1974) 11 &xd7+ @xd7 12 Wxa7 
b4 13 0-0 Se8 14 Res We8 15 
Bad1 @e7 16 Rxe7 Sxe7 17 We5+ 
&c8 18 Db5 1-0 Diebert-Foley, 
Zanesville 1986. 

7 g4(D) 

7 Wf3? is not a good idea, e.g. 
7..Wxd4 8 Wxb7 Wxe5+ 9 2e2 
Sc4tF. 

7 &c4 transposes to note ‘a23’ to 
White’s 6th move. 


This is an enterprising but dubious 
move which was championed by 
Gunderam. The idea is to sacrifice 
the bishop in retum for an ominous- 
looking check on h4. 

7...5.X¢2?! has been played on the 
basis that Black will get three pawns 
for the bishop, but White’s pieces 
dictate the course of the game in their 
favour: 8 Wxc2 Wxd4 9 We2 &d6 
(9...Sc5 10 Rg2 c6 11 Rd2 Rd6 12 
Ac4 2f4 13 0-0-0 0-0 14 He4 Dxe4 
15 Rxe4 Rxd2+ 16 Bxd2 Wf6 17 
@e5++ Pape-Heszmer, Corr 1983) 
10 Rg2 RxeS (10...c6 11 DAc4 Bb4 
12 Re3! Rxc3+ 13 bxc3 Wxc3+ 14 
@f2 0-0 15 Bhcl Wb4 16 Zab] We7 
17 DeSt) 11 2xb7 Wb4 12 WoS+ 
Wxb5 13 Dxb5 a6 14 Dxc7+ Rxc7 
15 Rxa8 Dxg4 16 Bgl (16 h3!?) 
16...hS 17h3++ Diemer and Studier- 
Gunderam, Corr 1972. 

The alternatives 7...20e4 and 
7... £6 are discussed in the rest of 
the chapter. 

8 2b5+! 

Without doubt the best choice at 
White’s disposal. The sacrifice is 
still readily accepted by players who 
enjoy the fantastic complications: 

a) 8 Wf3 is recommended by vari- 
ous sources who suggest that 
8...Wh4+ 9 $e2 is good for White. 
Black has been happy to comply as 
the simple 9...\c6! wins instantly. 

b) 8 h4 &e7 9 2b5+ c6 10 WH 
Sxh4+ 11 Bxh4 Wxh4+ 12 ddl 
Rxg4 13 Dxgd Wxe4 14 Wxge4 
4f2+ 0-1 Bex-Gedult, Lausanne 
1970. 

c) 8 gxfS5 Wh4+ 9 de2 Wf2+ 
(9...f6 10 AP3 W2+ 11 $d3 Ac5+ 
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12 dxc5 a6 is not so good: 13 &e3 
0-0-0+ 14 2d4 &xc5 15 AbS e5 16 
We2++ Cody; or 13 ®b5 0-0-0+ 14 
@®bd4 e5 153 exd4 16 cxd4 @xc5+ 
17 &c4t Rittenhouse) 10 @d3 
Ac5+ 11 Se4 (11 dxc5 Hab 12 He4 
0-0-0+ 13 &c3 Wxf544 Gunderam) 
11...a6 (D) and now: 


cl) 12 b4 b5+ 13 @xb5 axb5+ 14 
$c3 De4+ 15 Sb3 Bxb4 (15...c6 16 
fxe6 &xb4 17 exf7+ £ Diemer) 16 
&xb5+ c6 17 Bfl Wg2 18 fxe6 (18 
&xc6 @d6 19 2xb4+ Dxb5 20 2b2 
4c6 21 Dxc6 Wxc6 22 c3 Dd6++ 
Sneiders-Dravnieks, Corr 1986) 
18...cxb5 (18...f6 19 Wh5+ g6 20 
®xg6 Wxg6 21 Bxc6+ Axc6 22 
WS 0-0 is assessed by Stader to be 
a little better for Black but this ap- 
pears to be an understatement) 19 
exf7+ e7 20 Sxb4 4a6+ 21 Sb3 
@ac5+ 22 dxc5 @xc5+ 23 Sc3 b4+ 
24 b2 '4-'A Moore-Dowd, Corr 
1987-8. 

c2) 12 a4 bS+ 13 axbS axb5+ 14 
@xb5 Bxal 15 Dxc7+ (15 Ags £6 
16 @xc7+ Se7 17 Wxal Wxc2+ 18 
bS Wb3+ 19 dxc5 Sd8# (0-1) 
Diemer-Gunderam, Corr 1958-9) 


15...2d8 16 Ab5 (Rittenhouse) and 
now: 

c21) 16...abd7 17 Dxf7+ Sc8 18 
@®bd6+ 2xd6 19 Dxd6+ Yc7 20 
&b5+ Sc6 21 dxcS Wxc5+ 22 
$b3++ Rittenhouse-Rasmussen, 
Corr 1986. 

c22) 16..a4+ 17 b4 Be8 18 
2h3+ Rittenhouse-Rasmussen, Corr 
1986. 

c23) 16...xc1 17 Wxcl Wxf5 18 
Wg5+!+ Rittenhouse-Dravnieks, 
Corr 1989. 

c24) After 16...4e8 (a sensible re- 
ply amidst the confusion), 17 4\xc7+ 
@d8 18 Hb5S with perpetual check 
would be an amusing finish. The 
more positive 17 &h3 is possible: 
17...Bxcl 19 Wxcel We2+ 20 4d3 
&xd3 21 cxd3 Wf3 22 b3 Wd5+ 
23 We4 (23 a4 Wa8+ 25 Yb3 
Wd5+) 23...Wxhl 24 We8+ de7 25 
Weo5+ He8 (not 25...Hf6 26 We5+ 
e7 27 f6+! gxf6 28 Wd6+ Ye8 29 
@c7#) 26 Wc8+ with perpetual 
check. 

8 .. c6 
9 0-0(D) 


With this move, White manages to 
avoid the tactical problems that be- 
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fall many other set-ups, and still 
manage to adopt an aggressive 
stance. 
9... “xc3 

9...2d6?! is rather too generous. 
After 10 gxf5 (10 Wf3 2xe5 11 dxe5 
&xc3 12 bxc3£ Stummer-Winckel- 
mann, Corr 1990) 10...2xe5 
(10...Axc3 11 bxc3 Bxe5 12 fre6t 
Sawyer) 11 Wf3 &xd4+ 12 @hl 
exf5 13 Axe4 cxb5 (Clauser-Saw- 
yer, Corr 1988-9) Clauser pointed 
out 14 2g5! when it is difficult for 
Black to hold the position: 14...f6 15 
®xf6+ gxf6 16 Hael+ &d7 17 
Wxb7+ We7 18 Be7+. 

Stader’s attempt, 9...2xg4, is also 
a futile gesture: 10 ®xg4 Axc3 11 
Wf3! £5 12 bxc3 cxb5 13 Hel fxg4 
14 Wxb7 4d7 15 Exe6+ Sf7 16 
Wd5 Db6 17 WFS+ Sgs 18 Bxb6!+ 
Gegner-Stader, Corr 1986. 

10 bxc3 226 
11 2d3 

The slow 11 @xg6 hardly troubles 
Black. Seidel-Gunderam, Corr 
1963-4 proceeded 11...hxg6 12 WF 
We7 13 2f4 2d6!F. 

HW. 2d6 

Taylor has no wish to be left with 
a dour defensive task, so he antici- 
pates that the opening of the h-file 
will lead to further complications. 
However, White is well placed to 
encroach upon the weaknesses in 
Black’s camp. After 11...2bd7 
White may continue: 

a) 12 Dxg6 hxg6 13 WR WI 
(13...We7 14 2d2 Db6 15 g5 Wd7 
16 Bf2 c8 17 Zafl Dd6 18 Rxgo 
fxg6 19 Wxf8+ Exf8 20 Bxf8+ de7 
21 Bxa8++ Gegner-Romer, Nurem- 


berg 1983) 14 Wg2 We7 15 2f4 f5 
(15...0-0-07 16 Wxc6+!++) 16 gxf5 
gexf5 17 Zab] 4b6 18 &xf5 0-0-0 19 
Bfel++ Bruder-Zehetmaier, Corr 
1964. 

b) 12 &xg6 DxeS 13 Red and 
now: 

bl) 13...0d7 14 WE WF6 15 We3 
Wd8 16 Bbl Db6 17 WR Wd7 
(17...WE6? 18 2xc6+!) 18 c4 0-0-0 
19 c5 d5 20 Wa3 b6 21 Wa6+ Wb7 
22 Wxb7+ Sxb7 23 Bxf7+ 1-0 Lud- 
wig-Mende, Corr 1974. 

b2) 13..Qg6 14 Zbl Hb8? 
(14...Wd7 15 WE Bc8 16g5 2d6 17 
WhS5t Diemer) 15 Wf3 We7 16 
&xb7! 1-0 Gedult-Danielou, Paris 
1972. 


12 2xg6 hxg6 
13. &xf7 Rxh2+ 
14 bp2 WdS+ 
15 Wf? 


After nurturing his advantage so 
well White goes astray by following 
an incorrect piece of analysis. Stu- 
dier found the correct continuation: 
15 Bf3! 0-0 16 c4 Wxc4 17 £a3 
Bxf7 18 Bxf7 Sxf7 19 WEl+! (Gun- 
deram only considered 19 Wf3+ 
g8 20 Bf] Dd7 when Black has 
chances of survival) 19...Wxfl+ 20 
Rxfl+ He8 21 Bf8+ Sd7 22 
@xh2++. 

15... fe? 

A decisive inaccuracy. A draw is 
likely upon 15...0-0! 16 Wxd5 exd5 
17 Dh6+ gxh6 18 BxfB+ SxfB 19 


2xh6+ Ve7 20 Sxh2. 
16 Wxd5 exd5 
17 2a3 Bxf7 
18 &xf7 oxf7 
19 fi+ Ses 
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20 Xfs8+ d7 
21 &xh2 g5 
21...@c7 22 Sg3 a5 23 Bcl b5 24 
S.f4+ Sb7 25 Bxb8+ gives White a 
won king and pawn ending, Burger- 
Holzvoigt, Corr. 


22 Hgs £6 

23 Rcl b5 

24 Qxp5 a5 

25 2f4 b4 

26 Exb8 Exb8 

27° 2xb8 bxc3 

28 a4 1-0 

Game 12 
Lelsebeln-Petzold 
Corr 1989 


1 d4.d52 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 f3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 25 6 De5 e6 7 g4 
7 ed!? (D) 


This move appears rather odd but 

it is difficult to refute conclusively. 
8 Dxe4 

The most critical line must be de- 
priving Black of the bishop pair. The 
calm 8 Bgl is also possible: 

a) 8...2d67! 9 25 (9 Dxe4 Dxe4 
1OWf3 2xe5 11 dxeS Wh4+ 12 ddl 
Wxh2 13 2b5+ c6 14 Bflt Sawyer) 


9...2xe5 10 gxf6 Mxh2 11 Axe4 
Rxgl 12 c3 gxf6 13 WhS Bg8 14 
Sf4t Gegner. 

b) 8...2c6 9 g5 Dfd7 10 Dxc6 
&xc6 11 &g2 intending to castle 
long gives White some compensa- 
tion. 

c) 8...2b4! is a difficult move for 
White to meet: 

cl) 9 2d3 0-0 10 g5 and now 
Black has an important decision: 

cll) 10..Wxd4 11 Df3 Wd5 
(11...2xf3 12 2xh7+!) 12 gxf6 
S&xf3 (Sawyer claims that 12...g6 is 
winning for Black but after 13 &2xe4 
Wxe4+ 14 We2 I think White is the 
favourite) 13 Xxg7+ @h8 14 Bxh7+ 
@g8 15 Bg7+ Ph8 16 Wd2 We5+ 17 
We3 4d7 18 Hg3 1-0 Gegner- 
Stader, Corr 1985. 

c12) The truth concerning this line 
can probably be uncovered in 
Gegner’s annotation ‘10...2xd3 11 
gxf6 226 12 “g4+'. However, upon 
12...gxf6 White’s attack is not con- 
vincing enough to account for the 
loss of two pawns and the time 
needed to castle queenside safely. 

c2) 9 &g5 Dbd7 10 We2 2d5 11 
0-0-0 2xc3 (11...c6F) 12 bxc3 
2xa2? 13 Sb2 2d5 14 c4 Bc6 15 
d5! 2a4 16 Dxf7? Sxf7 17 dxe6+ 
gives White a tremendous attack. 

d) 8...2g6 is likely to transpose to 
similar positions that arise in the il- 
lustrative game Motta-Mongilutz. 

8 .. xe4 
9 Wh Wxd4 (D) 

A provocative move. Others: 

a) 9...2d6 is considered a quieter 
response, which fails to halt the pres- 
sure on the f-file: 
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al) 10 c¢4c6 11 c5?! f6 12 cxd6 
fxe5 13 dxeS Wa5+ +4. 

a2) 10 &g2 d7 11 0-0 We7 124 
c6 13 b3 intending a3 and Zael 
when Black has development prob- 
lems on the kingside. 

a3) 10 &b5+ c6 11 0-0! We7 12 
Ra4 £6 13 Dd3 Dd7 14 Df4e5 15 
eb Wa5 16 &b3+ (Gegner andTie- 
mann). 

b)9...Wh4+ 10d 1!f5 1 LWb3++ 
(Diemer). 


; fay 5 


AV eV 
ma 


“eg A 
Wag se 
ae 


10 Wxf7+ 

10 &2b5+?! c6 11 Wxf7+ Sd8 12 
Qf4 Qb4a+! (12..WA2+7 13 bd1 
Wd4+ 14 cl 2a3 15 Bbl Hc3 16 
&c4 O2d7 17 bxa3t+ Diemer- 
Stapelfeldt, Corr) 13 c3 Wf2+ 14 
dl Bf8 15 Dxc6+ bxc6 16 We7+ 
He8 17 Rxc6+ Axc6 18 Wxc6+ 
Of7 19 Wxe4 Wxb2FF Knoll-We- 
ber, Corr 1982. 

10 ... d8 
11 Wa! 

The threat of ...$2b4+ dictates that 
action has to be taken to avoid c3 
being met by ...2xc3. Instead after 
11 Qd3? (11 Wxe6?2? 2b4+ 12 3 
Rxc3+ 13 bxc3 Wf2+ 14 ddl 
&xc3#) 11...2e7 12 Rf4 VBh4+ 13 


Be2 Dd7 14 Rg2 He 15 WhS (Rit- 

tenhouse-Wundt, Corr 1989-90), 

15...8xf4! 16 Wxh4+ g5 17 Wel 

Bxg4 gives Black the advantage. 
I... g5?! 

The critical response is 11...2b4+ 
12 c3 and now: 

a) 12...2xc3+? 13 bxc3 Wxc3+ 14 
Sd Wd4+ 15 2d3 Df2+ 16 Se2++ 
Peilen-Kruger, Corr 1986-9. 

b) 12...g5 13 We3 WxeS5 (13... 
&xc3+? 14 bxc3 Wxe5 15 Rge2 Dc5 
16 Wxe5 4d3+ 17 He2 DxeS 18 
Qxb7++; 13...Wxe3+ 14 Bxe3 
@xc3 15 &d2 Dd5 16 Df7+ allows 
White to gain material) 14 cxb4 2d7 
15 2g2 Dd6 (15...Adf6 16 0-0! in- 
tending Exf6 is good for White) 16 
Wxe5 Dxe5 17 Rxg5+ Sd7 18 AF6 
4d3+ 19 @d2 Bhf8 20 Sxd3 Bxf6 
21 Bafl Baf8 22 Bxf6 (22 b3 is 
Gegner’s suggestion but White has 
technical difficulties after 22.24! 
23 Ye3 €5) 22...Xxf6 23 Bfl. White 
has the slightly better chances thanks 
to the powerful bishop and the pros- 
pect of an outside passed pawn. 

12 ¢3!(D) 


12... Was 
12...gxf4 13 cxd4 2b4+ 14 He2 
BB 15 2g2 Dd6 16 Blt. 
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13. Df7+ cB 
13...%e8 has been suggested as an 
improvement, although it is difficult 
to believe Black can expect any joy 
after 14 Wf3 Hg8 15 2g2. 
14 WR Zg8 
15 Rp2 Dd6 
16 We2 10 


Game 13 
Diemer-Witte 
Corr 1968 


1 d4 d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 Df6 4 f3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 256 De5 e6 7 g4 
Te 226 
It is worth noting that the position 
is similar to the first two games dis- 
cussed in the chapter on the Teich- 
mann Defence. 
8 &p2 
Diemer prefers to develop the 
king’s bishop so that he can castle 
quickly before trying to overrun 
Black on the kingside. The fashion- 
able alternative 8 Wf3 is discussed in 
the next game. 
8 .. 
9 h4 
Inevitably Diemer chooses the 
most dangerous move available. It 
should be noted that this position can 
also arise in the Teichmann Defence 
after 5...2g4 6 h3 2hS 7 g4 Bg6 8 
De5 e6 9 Rg2 c6 10 h4. To make 
such references easier to follow all 
such games are examined in this 
chapter. 
9 ... 2b4 
The most energetic reply which 
avoids a cramped position and fights 
for control of e4 to act as an escape 


c6 


square for the bishop. Others are 
weak: 

a) 9...h5 10 g5 Dd5 11 Dxg6 fxg 
12 Wd3 De7 13 Wed @f5 14 d5!+ 
Diemer-Bockenhaupt, Ludwig- 
shafen 1952. 

b) 9...h6 10 2xg6 fxg6 11 Wd3 
Wd6 (11...8f7 12 Bfl+) 12 Wxg6+ 
e7 13 Bh3 Wxd4 i4 2e3 Wxg4 15 
Rc5+ Sd8 16 Bdi+ Dbd7 17 
Bxd7+! Sxd7 18 WE7+ Sc8 19 AbS 
1-0 Diemer-Anon, Belgium 1958. 

c) 9...2xc2?! (White's pieces are 
too active for Black to be fully com- 
pensated for the piece) 10 Wxc2 
Wxd4 11 Dd3 Wxg4 12 Wf2 2d6 13 
Ria Rxf4 14 Dxf4 WES 15 0-0-0 
@h5 16 Bhfl Wxf4+ 17 Wxf4 Dxf4 
18 Bxf4 Qd7 19 Ded He7 20 Bxd7+ 
(20 4d6 is also good) 20...&xd7 21 
Bxf7+ Sd8 22 Bxb7 Be8 23 Dd6 
Be7 24 Af7+ He8 25 Rxc6+ Sxf7 
26 Bxe7+ Sxe7 27 Rxa8 d6 28 
@d2 SeS5 29 He3 h6 30 hS++ 
Comil-Le Houang, Brussels 1994. 

10 0-0(D) 

Korchnoi assessed the position to 
be in White’s favour although he did 
not add any analysis. Diemer is try- 
ing to stifle Black’s pieces by forcing 
compromises to meet the threat of 
hS. Witte has to contain the immedi- 
ate threats and rely on the long-term 
play of opening up the position to 
take advantage of White’s exposed 
king. The alternatives are held in less 
esteem: 

a) 10 &g5 and now: 

al) 10...Wa5S (10..Wd6 11 0-0!? 
when the black queen is misplaced) 
11 Rd2 2xc3 12 Rxc3 We7 13 We2 
h6 14 0-0 We7 15 a3 a5 16 g5 hxg5 
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17 Dxgé fxg 18 hxg5 Dd5 19 Rd2 
Wd6 20 Bf3 d7 21 Hdl iB 22 c4 
De7 23 RF4 Wd7 24 ReS DFS 25 d5 
0-0-0 26 Wf2++ Sneiders-Fogel, 
Corr 1965. 

a2) 10..Abd7 11 We2 WaSF 
(Gunderam). 

b) 10 HS?! Rxc2 (10...Re4!F) 11 
Wxc2 Wxd4 12 Ad3 Wxg4 is good 
for Black according to Clauser. This 
is not convincing as White has rea- 
sonable chances upon 13 @xb4 
Wxb4 14 2d2 intending to castle 
queenside, when the open lines 
beckon the white rooks. 


10... Rxc3 

10...Aabd7 11 Dxg6?! (11 Dxd7 
Wxd7 12 h5 Bxc3 14 bxc3 Red is 
the correct move order which, trans- 
poses to the main game; 11 g5 &hSF 
Pachman; 11 h5? 4xe5! 12 dxe5 
Rc5+ 13 Shi Wxdl 14 Bxdl 
&xg444) 11...hxg6 12 g5 Bxh4! 13 
exf6 Dxf6 14 De2 (14 Bf4 Bhs 
intending ...&d6 is good for Black) 
14...2d6 15 Rg5 Rh2+ 16 Hh!1 Bh7 
17 Rxf6 Rl4+ 18 Rh3 Bxh3+ 19 
g2 Bh2+ 20 dg Wd5 0-1 Cardell- 
Hammett, Corr 1979. 


11 bxc3 &bd7 


12 Dxd7 2 Waxd7 
13 hS Red 
14 h6é Rxp? 
15 hxg7 ps8 (D) 


16 Hxf6?! 


The German correspondence 
player Groth is correct in thinking 
that 16 @xg2 is White’s best chance. 
For example: 

a) 16...0d5 17 c4 De7 18 WHR 
4g6 19 £h6 gives White the advan- 
tage as the pawn is secured on the 
seventh rank. 

b) 16...Wd5+ 17 @h3 De4 18 
Rh6t. 

c) 16...0e4 17 WH f5 (17...0d6 
18 &h6 followed by Wd3 is in 
White’s favour) 18 &h6 0-0-0 and 
now 19 Zabl Bxg7 gives Black ex- 
cellent prospects against the exposed 
white king according to analysis by 
Harding. This line has deterred 
White for many years but 1 think 19 
Zael! instead of the feeble 19 Hab! 
will be sufficient to start a revival. 
After 19...2xg7 20 &xg7 Wxg7 
(20...Ad2 21 WF4 Dxfl 22 Res5++) 
21 Bxed4 fxe4 22 Wxe4 only White 
has winning chances (albeit slight) 
thanks to the pressure against e6. 
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16... Re?! 

This instinctive reply is inaccu- 
rate. 16...We7! is more robust be- 
cause it thwarts the possibility of 
Sh6. For example: 17 Hf2 (17 &g5 
Bxg7! 18 Bg6 WSF; 17 5 Bxg7 18 
&xg2? Wxf6FF) 17...2d5 18 Rf4 
(18 Rh6 Wh4!) 18...8xg7 19 Bh2 f5 
20 g5 Bxg5+ 21 RxgS5 Wxg5+ 22 
Sfl 0-0-0 23 We2 Bg8 24 W2 
Rc4+ 25 Sel Wgl+ 26 Sd2 Wxal 
27 Bxh7 Wfl 28 Wxfl &xfl O1 
Engler-Groth, Corr. 


17 We2 Sg6 
18 2h6 Wd6 
19 We 0-0-0 
20 2f4 


The weak dark squares around the 
black king are the motivation for this 
move which heralds the start of the 
manoeuvre &f4-g3 and Wf4 which 
is awkward to meet. 


20 ... Wa5 
21 Kel Xxg7 
22 eS Wxa2 
23 &g3 Wxe2 
24 W4 


The mating net is almost complete. 
24...Wxc3 25 He3 Wal+ 26 Sh2 
Wb2+ 27 Sh3 Wh6 28 Bb3! (D) 


Wa WY, 
NPA 


Ve 
eh 
wv 
Y 
f Ue 
3B 
Wa 


28...Wa5 29 Wb8+ od7 30 
Wxb7+ Ge8 31 Zxe6+ fxe6 32 
Wxp7 e5 33 Eb7 1-0 


Game 14 
Motta-Mongilutz 
Corr 1990 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 215 6 DeS e6 724 Rg6 
8 Wf (D) 


This is an ambitious pattern of de- 
velopment, which targets b7 and 
helps to increase the pressure on the 
f-file. 

8 ... c6 

8...Qbd7 is an altemative: 

a) 9 Dxg6é hxg6 10 g5 (10 Wxb7? 
@xg4F) 10...0d5 11 Dxd5 exd5 12 
Wxd5 c6 13 Wf3t Diemer/Studier- 
Gunderam, Corr 1973. 

b) 9 Rg5!? (a recent concept) 
9...2e7 10 0-0-0 and now 10...0-0 
11 h4h6 12 Dxg6 fxg6 13 We2 hxgs 
14 Wxe6+ Gh8 15 2d3 We8 16 
hxg5+ @hS 17 Sbl (17 gxh5 
Rxg5+ 18 Sb!1 Wxe6FF) 17...R2xg5 
18 Wxe8 Haxe8 19 &xg6 Heb 20 
Bxh5+ 2h6 21 RFS Bxf5 (21...2e7 
22 Rxd7 Bxd7 23 g5 Of5 24 
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Edhi++) 22 BxfS5 Hg6 23 M7 1-0 
Mantia-Gibbins, Ohio 1991 was an 
attractive game, although 10...Axg4 
11 Rxe7 DgxeS 12 dxe5 (12 
Wxb7!?) 12...Wxe7 13 Wxb7 0-0 is 
a sterner test of White’s novelty. 

9 25 Dgs 

A recommendation by Taima- 

nov. The main altemative 9...2\d5 
is considered in the next game. In- 
stead: . 
a) 9...Wxd4?! 10 ®xg6 hxg6 11 
gxf6 Wxf6 (11...2d7 12 fxg7 &xg7 
13 Rf4 0-0-07? 14 Wxc6+ 1-0 Sil- 
verman-Svendsen, Corr 1985) 12 
Wg3 Wh4 13 Qf4 Wxg3+ 14 2xg3 
&d7 15 He4t (Diemer). 

b) 9...2xc2?! 10 gxf6 gxf6 11 
Ae4 2g7 12 Re3t. 

c) 9..2h5 10 Wf4 d5 
(10...Afd7 11 Re2 DxeS 12 RxhS 
Ag6 13 Rxg6 hxg6 14 0-0 Wd7 15 
He4 Da6 16 c3t+ Diemer and Stu- 
dier-Gunderam, Corr 1972) 11 Wh4 
g6 12 W2 £5 (12...We7 13 De4+) 13 
gxf6 Wxf6 14 Wxf6 Dxf6 15 2h3 
@c7 16 Bg5 2g7(16...h6 17 Rx f6+ 
Sxf6 18 0-0+ ++) 17 De4 HB 18 
0-0 gives White a clear advantage 
due to the threat of multiple ex- 
changes on f6 followed by Zaf1+ to 
penetrate the seventh rank. 

d) 9...0h5 10 Re3 Ad7 11 Dxg6 
hxg6 12 $2d3 intending Zfl when 
Black’s position is rather cramped. 

e)9...Dfd7 10 Dxg6 hxg6é 11 2d3 
&b4 12 0-0 the attack on the f-file is 
too strong for Black to handle: 

el) 12...0-0 13 h4 (13 De4 eS 14 
Rc4 We7 15 c3 exd4 16 cxb4 De5S 
17 We2 which picks up a piece as 
17...Axc4 18 Df6+! is fatal for 


Black, Diebert-Joelson, USA 1984) 
13...057 14 &c4 Ab6 15 Bxf7+ Oh8 
16 Re3 exd4 17 We4 Wd6 18 Qf4 
Wd7 19 ReS 1-0 Sawyer-Peeples, 
Corr 1986. 

e2) 12...218 13 2f4 (13 De4 Abb 
14 c3 2e7 15 Rd2 Wd5 16 Rael 
D8d7 17 £4 0-0-0 18 Hd6+! 1-0 
Sawyer-Estenger, Corr 1990) 
13...Ab6 14 Bad] &xc3 15 bxc3 
d5 16 Rd2 We7 17 Bdel Wad5 18 
We4 Dd7 19 c4 Wd6 20 cS We7 
(20...Wd5 21 c44+) 21 RF4 Was 22 
d6 Wxa2 23 Bal Wb2 24 Zabl 
Wco3 25 Bxb7 Bh8 26 &xe7 xe7 
27 Wf4 Sd8 28 Wc7+ 1-0 Diebert- 
Mills, Ohio 1984. 

e3) 12...We7 13 Dec4 intending 14 
c3 a5 15 Wxf7+ Wxf7 16 Ad6+ 
with advantage to White. 

10 2d3 

An improvement compared to 
older sources. The standard reply 10 
Re3 is well met by 10...8e7 11 h4 
@d7 12 hS @xe5 12 dxe5 Bxc2FF 


(Euwe). 
10 ... Wxd4 
11 Axg6 hxg6 


12 &f4(D) 


iy 


This move is not considered by 
Taimanov but seems quite logical 
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due to White’s lead in develop- 
ment. 
12... De7 

Others: 

a) 12...2b4 13 0-0-0 &xc3? 14 
Rxg6 &xb2+ 15 Sbl Wed 16 &c7 
e5 17 Bhfl 1-0 Rittenhouse-Heap, 
Corr 1986-7. 

b) 12...2c5 13 Bfl e5 14 We2 
Me7 (14...2d7 15 0-0-0!+) 15 RxeS 
We3 16 He4t. 

c) 12..2d6 13 &xd6 Wxd6 14 
0-0-0 We7 15 Wg3!+ Jensen-Han- 
sen, Corr 1983-4. 

13 0-0-0 
14 Shfl 

Already White threatens the deci- 

sive 15 Se3. 


Wb6 


14... ES 
15 Qxf5 exfs 
16 g6! 


A perfect riposte to Black’s at- 
tempt to block the f-file. White is 
prepared to give up a pawn to disrupt 
Black’s kingside structure. 

16 ... “a6 

Black belatedly seeks to activate 
his forces. His position is desperate: 
16...2e7 (16...1xg6 17 Wg3! St7 18 
Bgi++) 17 Bfel 0-0 18 Bxe6! 2f6 
(18...2d8 19 BdS WaS 20 &c7 
Wxa2 21 gxf7+ Bxf7 22 He8+ Bf8 
23 Bxf8+ SxfB 24 Wd6+ Sf7 25 
&xd8) 19 Bxf6 1-0 Studier-Soller, 
Corr 1976. 


17 gxf7+ &xf7 
18 d7+ og8 
19 We3(D) 2a8 
20 &fdl Bxd7 
21 Bxd7 Ac5 
22 He7 Wa6é 


22...2h7 23 Wg6+t. 


23 ReS 1-0 


Game 15 
Ludwig-Kummle 
Germany 1972 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 4c3 Of64 13 
exf3 5 Dxf3 215 6 DeS e67 4 Rb 
8 WA c69 B5 

9 .. “AS 

This natural reply has the draw- 
back that d4 is no longer under 
threat. 


10 &d3 4d7 


Scopf-Mongilutz, Corr 1973, saw 
Black failing to harmonise his pieces: 
10...We7 11 Bfl 2b4 12 a3 Rxc3+ 
13 bxc3 We7 14 c4 Db6 15 a4t. 
hxg6 
We7 (D) 


11 Dxge 
12 0-0 
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13. Ded 15... Wd7 

White has to base his attacking 16 Zafl (D) 
plan on attempts to exploit Black’s 
poorly developed kingside and mis- 
placed queen. After 13 “xd5 cxd5 
14 c4 play may continue: 

a) 14...0-0-0 15 cxd5 “b8 
(15...Wb4 16 2f4 Wxd4+ 17 Re3t 
Diemer) 16 &f4exd5 17 Zacl+ Ac6 
18 Bfel Wd7 19 Bxc6+ Wxc6 20 
We4+ Wd7 21 Bcl+ ++ Diemer 
Gunderam, Corr 1959. * 

b) 14..2c8 15 cxd5 Excl 16 
Baxcl Wg5+ 17 2h12? (17 Wg3++) 
17...2xh2+! 18 @xh2 Rd6+ 0-1 


Leisebein-Antoszkiewicz, Corr 1987. 16... 4\d6 
13> se 4)7b6 17 c4 
13...0b4 14 R41 Dxd3 15 Dd6+ The game as a contest is over. 
&d8 17 Dxb7+ is clearly better for 17... Del 
White. 18 Dxrd6+ Rxd6 
14 2d2 Ac8 19 cS fs 
15 Bf2 20 Wxf7+ = Wxf7 
An obvious but effective plan to 21. ~&xf7 0-0-0 


treble on the f-file. 22 2a5 10 


4 The Teichmann Defence 


This is a popular and important 
line. Black develops the bishop on 
g4, outside his chain of pawns before 
playing ...e6. It is usually met by 6 
h3 when Black can allow choose be- 
tween two different types of middle- 
game: 

1) Exchange the bishop for 
White’s potentially active king’s 
knight and then build a defensive 
barrier, hanging on to the extra 
pawn. Then White can double rooks 
on the f-file and consider a timely g4 
with a strong initiative. 

2) Refrains from exchanging the 
bishop by playing 6...&h5. This has 
many similarities to the Tartakower- 
Gunderam Defence, and indeed 
White has the option of directly 
transposing into it at a later stage. 
The difference in the two openings is 
that after 7 24 226 8 DeS c6 9 WH 
White has reached a Tartakower- 
Gunderam where 6 h3 is a useful 
extra to support g4. 


Game 16 
Dr. Bachl-Eser 
Ludwigshafen 1959 


1d4d52 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 £3 

exf3 5 Dxf3 

55 Regd (D) 

6 h3 

The reason why White invariably 

responds with the text is that if Black 
takes on f3 then 7 Wxf3 attacks b7. 


A delay means more attention has 
to be paid to the defence of d4. Oth- 
ers: 

a) 6 2d3 e67 Regs (7 h3 BhS 8 
0-0 &xf3 9 Wxf3 Wxd4+? 10 2e3 
We5 11 Wxb7 Wxe3+ 12 Phi 2d6 
13 Qb5!++ Schopf-Pitkenen, Corr 
1957) 7...2e7 8 0-0 Abd7 9 h3 2xf3 
10 Wxf3 c6 11 Ae4 0-0 12 Rael 
xe4 13 Wxe4 g6 14 2h6 Df6 15 
We3 He8 16 c4 Ad5 17 Bxf7!! 
®xe3 (17... R16 18 Rxd5 Sxf7 19 
Rxe6+ Se7 20 Wa3+ Wd6 21 Rge4+ 
wins) 18 &xe6++ Dr. Bachl-Miiller, 
Corr 1956. 

b) 6 c4 6 (6....0c6 7 d5 Des? 
8 AxeS5 Rxdl 9 Rb5+ c6 10 
dxc6++; 6...c6? 7 &xf7+! Sxf7 8 
MeS+ is winning) 7 h3 (7 0-0 c6 8 
Wel? 2x 9 Bxf3 Wxd4+ FF; 7 
e3 c6 8h3 2xfB 9 Wx Abd7 10 
0-0-0 Ab6 11 &b3 We7 12 g4 Re7 
13 Bhfl=) 7...@h5 8 gs c6 9 g4 
226 10 We2 Abd7 11 0-0-0 Se7 12 
Bhel Dd5 13 Rxe7 Dxc3 14 bxc3 
Wxe7 15 d5 cxd5 16 Rxd5 0-0 17 


Re4 Wa3+ 18 Sb1 DcS 19 Rxg6 
4a4 0-1 Angerer-Dvoirys, Ober 
wart 1992. 

c) 6 Re2 e6 7 0-0 Dbd7 8 Wel 
Re79 Bg5c5 10dxc5 AxcSF Saw- 
yer-Laflamme, Corr 1989. 

d) 6 Wd3!? (a novel approach; 
White intends to use h3 as an attack- 
ing square for the queen) 6...&xf3?! 
(6...c6!? 7 eS e6 8 Rg5 with prom- 
ising play for White, Diebert-Hoff- 
man, Ohio 1980) 7 Wxf3 c6 8 Re3 
c6 9 £d3 &c7 10 0-0 0-0 11 Wh3 
4bd7 12 Bf3 WaS 13 g4 g6 14 Zafl 
hS 15 gxhS WxhS 16 Weg2 gives 
White dangerous chances as a rook 
can swing on to the h-file, Diebert- 
Terry, Columbus 1978. 

6 .. SHS 

The usual move, 6...&xf3, is dis- 
cussed later in the chapter. The other 
alternatives are rarely employed: 

a) 6...2d7?! 7 2g5 (7 DeS e6 8 
£e3 is also worthy of investigation) 
7...26 (7...Dc6 8 Wd2 e6 9 0-0-0 h6 
10 &xf6 gxf6 11 dS+ Chance- 
Stephenson, Corr 1992) 8 &c4 £7 
9 0-0 0-0 10 Wel h6 11 Wh4! hxgs 
12 4)xg5 QF5 13 Md5 Dbd7 14 g4 
c6 15 gxf5 cxd5 16 Rxd5 Ab6 17 
Rxf7+ Bxf7 18 fxg6! BB 19 Deb 
We8 20 Bxf6 1-0 Sawyer- 
Laflamme, Corr 1989. 

b) 6...2e6?! 7 2d3 g6 8 0-0 227 
9 Wel 0-0 10 Wh4 Da6 11 2h6 c5 
12 Kael cxd4 13 Ded c7 14 Bigs 
Acd5 15 Rxg7 Sxg7 16 Dxf6 Dxf6 
17 Bxf6!++ Sawyer-Quann, Hor 
sham 1984. 

c) 6...215!? 7 g4 Re6 8 DeS 
transposes to the main line below. 

7 g4 
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It is doubtful whether White can 
hope for much advantage with regu- 
lar development: 7 &e3 e6 8 Re2 
Re7 9 Wd2 Dc6 10 0-0-O Allen- 
Hay, Totnes 1990, while 7 &c4 
transposes to note ‘b’ to White’s 6th 
move. 

Y ee Rg6 

7...)xg4?! is rather too generous 
as the resulting nominal material 
equality hides the true nature of the 
situation. The extra piece will 
prove to be invaluable in such an 
open position, while Black’s 
pawns can only hope tobeofa real 
benefit in a distant ending. After 8 
hxg4 &xg4 White can profit from 
Black’s error: 

a) 9 Rb5+ c6 10 &c4 (10 Re2!7) 
10...c6 11 Wd3 2xf3 12 Wxf3 Wxd4 
13 Bfl WeS+ 14 2e3 f6 15 0-0-0 
Sf7 16 Rd4 Wg5+ 17 Sbl Dd7 18 
We4 He8 19 Re3 DcS 20 Rxgs 
4 xe4 21 @xe4 1-0 Szasz-Walker, 
Corr 1982. 

b) 9 Re3 e6 10 Re2 c6 11 DeS 
Rxe2 12 Wxe2 2b4 13 0-0-0 Rxc3 
14 bxc3 DBd7 15 We4 g6 16 Axf7! 
&xf7 17 Bdfl+ Af6 18 Rgs++ 
Klop-Oliver, Meerkerk 1981. 

8 De5 

Euwe suggested that White is now 
slightly better. It should be noted that 
the position is closely linked to posi- 
tions that arise in the Gunderam De- 
fence. The difference is that White 
has the extra move h3 which often 
proves useful as a support for g4. 8 
&c4 is less flexible: 

a) &..Dbd7 9 We2 Db6 10 2b3 
c6 11 &g5 e6= Motta-Lyon, Califor- 
nia 1987. 
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b) 8..2c6?! 9 d5 Ab4 10 2b3 
Ded 11 Rf4 c6 12 dxc6 Axc6 13 
@d5 Bc8 14 We2 e6 15 0-0-0!+ 
Purser-Botha, Fairbom 1980. 

c) 8...e6 9 2g5 and now: 

cl) 9...2d6 10 De5 DAbd7 11 We2 
c6 12 h4 WaS 13 Dxd7 Sxd7 14 
&xf6 gxf6 15 hS+ Hall-Conquest, 
London 1978. 

c2) 9...2e7 10 We2 c6 (10...Ac6 
11 0-0-0 @d5 12 &xe7 Acxe7= 
Sawyer-Laflamme, Corr 1989) 11 
2xf6 2xf6 12 0-0-0 0-013 h4 h5 14 
g5 Re7 15 DeS+ Lewis-Griffin, 
Corr 1978. 

c3) 9...Wd6 10 De5 c6 (10...c5 11 
&b5+ Dc6 12 WH Bc8= Sawyer 
Laflamme, Corr 1989) 11 We2 
@bd7 12 0-0-0 0-0-0 13 24 intend- 
ing xg6, Hall-Selmeier, Southport 
1983. 13...Wb4 and 13...We7 are met 
by 14 &xc6 with an advantage to 
White 

8 .. e6 

Black chooses a solid set-up in the 
face of White’s aggressive inten- 
tions. Others: 

a) 8...4d5? allows White to carry 
out a lightning attack on f7 after 9 
WB c6 10 2d3! (threatening 2xg6 
and Wxf7+) 10...0f6 11 g5 &h5 12 
Wf2 Dd5 13 géltt. 

b) 8..He4 9 Dxg6 (9 WF3!7) 
9...Axc3 10 WA hxg6 11 bxc3t. 

c) 8...Abd7 is analysed in the next 
illustrative game. 

9 2g2(D) 

This move continues White's 
theme of rapid development by tar- 
geting b7 and preparing to castle. 

The immediate 9 h4 has been tried 
numerous times, although this is a 


direct transposition into the Tartak- 
ower-Gunderam Defence, and is 
consequently covered in that chap- 
ter. 

9 Wf is also possible and is once 
again similar to the Tartakower- 
Gundcram. 

a) 9...Wixd4? 10 2b5+ Dbd7 11 
&xd7 ®xd7 12 2e3 We5S 13 0-0-0 
R2d6 14 &xd7+ Sxd7 15 Ala WE 
16 Rxd6+!++ Clauser-Rossell, Corr 
1983. 

b) 9...c6: 

bl) 10 gS and now: 

bl1) 10...2h5 11 WF2 Dfd7 12 
Re2 DxeS 13 RxhS Dg6 14 0-0 
Wd7 15 De4 Da6 16 Be3 Db4 
(16...2b47! 17 a3 Qa5 18 
Wxf7+!++) 17 c4 0-0-0 18 a3 Dd3 
19 Wxf7 Dxb2 20 Rg4 Be8 21 
Wxd7+ &xd7 22 Bfbl++ Her 
brechtsmeier-Striebich, Baden 
1974. 

b12) 10...0d5 11 2d3 Qd7 12 
&xg6 hxg6 13 0-0 We7 14 Axd5 
cxd5 15 c4 dxc4 16 &xc4 Hc8 17 
&b5 Hc7 18 2f4 followed by Zacl 
with a clear advantage, Voelker- 
Stein, USA 1993. 

b13) 10...Afd7 11 Dxg6 hxg6 12 
Rd3 Re7 130-0 8f8 14 We4 Abo 
15 2d2 Dd5 16 De2 Dd7 17 c4 
@c7 18 Bf3 “b6 19 Zafl with the 
winning threat Xxf7 and 2xg6, 
Scarff-Long, Corr 1988. 

b14) 10...0h5 11 2d3 Wxd4 12 
4xg6 hxg6 13 Bfl WeS+ 14 De2 
We7 15 2e3 Rb4+ 16 c3 Rd6 17 
0-0-0 Hg3 18 Axg3 Rxg3 19 
Rxg6! 0-0 (19...fxg6 20 Wed Ad7 
21 Wxe6+ $d8 22 Bf7++) 20 WhsS 
fxg6 21 Bxf8+ SxfB 22 Wh8+ Ye7 


23 &c5+ 1-0 Sawyer-Botshon, Corr 
1990. 

b2) 10 2c3!? 2b4 11 Dxg6 hxg6 
12 &c4 Dbd7 13 0-0 We7 14 Af4 
0-0-0? 15 Wxc6+! 1-0 Vélker-Vakil, 
St Ann 1992. 


'S 


a Mee 

AV EY 7 
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9...0d5 10 0-0 c6 11 Axgé hxg6 
12 Wf3 f6 13 2g5! Wb6 14 Dxd5 
cxdS 15 &xf6++ Sawyer-Bender, 
Corr 1985. 

10 2g5 

The knight pin is a well established 
plan in this variation. 10 0-0 was 
successful in the game Velimirovic- 
Andrijevic, Yugoslav Ch 1984: 
10...2d6 (after 10...2xc2 11 Wd2 
h6 12 @xf7 Sxf7 13 Wxc2 Wxd4+ 
14 Shl 2d6 15 &d2 Holwell as- 
sesses the position to be in White’s 
favour) 11 We2 and now 11...Wb6? 
12 Dc4 We7 13 RF h6 14 Le3 
@bd7 15 d5 0-0 16 dxe6 fxe6 17 
Rxh6! 2g3 18 Res Bac8 19 De4 
4)d5 20 Axg3 Wxg3+ 21 &2g2+. The 
fact that a grandmaster had em- 
ployed the system made the variation 
popular for some time. However, 
there appears to be a flaw as 
11...2xe5 spoils the fun. For exam- 
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ple: 12 dxeS Wd4+ 13 Shi Hd5 
when it is not clear how White can 
continue with success. 

The novel 10 Efl has been tried 
with the idea to exert pressure on the 
f-file while aiming to castle queen- 
side. Cody-Hoog, Corr 1994 proved 
to be a positive sign: 10...abd7 11 
@xg6 hxg6 12 Wf3 We7 13 2g5 
0-0-0 14 0-0-0 We8 15 Db5 Dbé6 16 
@®xa7+ Sb8 17 Rf4+ Hxa7 18 
We3+t. 

10 ... &bd7 

In Studier-Klein, Freiburg 1962, 
Black simply blocked the pin, 
10...e7, whereupon White needed 
to launch a kingside pawn-storm to 
help keep his initiative alive. The 
game concluded 11 0-0 2xc2 12 
Wd2 2g6 13h4h6 14 Dxg6 fxg6 15 
24 Dbd7 16 Wd3 DB 17 Bes Wd7 
18 Kacl Hg8 19 Wf3 D8h7 20 He4 
0-0-0 21 Wb3 Ad5 22 Bf7 We8 23 
4@cS5++. It might be worth testing 11 
Wd2!? intending 0-0-0, with a simi- 
lar attack to Studier’s example ex- 
cept there is no need to shed another 
pawn. 

11 We2 

White must not allow Black to ex- 

change off into an ending. 
ll... b4 
12 0-0 

Black has managed to force White 
to change plans and castle kingside, 
but it is a hollow victory. In such a 
position a kingside attack is quite 
feasible as it is difficult for Black to 
start a counter-attack in the centre, 
which means the advance h4-hS is 
still a possibility. 

12 ... Wb6 
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13 Radi 2d67! 

It would have been better for Eser 
to admit that he underestimated the 
pressure and retum the bishop to its 
defensive duties on e7. 

14 Shi 
15 &xd7 


Wxb2 
@xd7 (D) 


16 d5! 
A startling move that decisively 
opens up the position. 


16... Wrxc3 
17° dxe6 Wes 
18 exd7+ os 
19 Wrxe5 Rxe5 


20 dsW+ 1-0 


Game 17 
Diebert-Godin 
Ohio 1989 


1d4d5 2 4\c3 463 e4 dxed 4 £3 
exf3 5 Dxf3 24 6 h3 RhS 7 g4 
Rg6 8 De5 
8 ... &\bd7 (D) 
This is generally accepted as the 
most challenging continuation. 
Black prepares to exchange the 
dominant knight at the right moment 
in an effort to diminish the attack. 


9 Wf 


The text has emerged as the best 
way to seek an edge compared to the 
alternatives: 

a) 9 2f4 and now: 

al) 9...2)xe5? 10 dxeS Wxd1+ 11 
Bxd! Bd7 12 DbS Hd8 (12...0-0-0 
13 e6! fxe6 14 Axa7+ Sb8 15 AbS 
e5 16 &xe5 1-0 Diemer-Ritter, Har- 
batshofen 1951) 13 e6 fxe6 14 @xc7 
Bc8 15 Dxe6+ Se8& 16 RbS++ 
Szasz-Baruffi, USA 1979. 

a2) 9...e6 10 Rg2 c6 11 0-0 Re7 
C11...Wb6 12 Dc4 Wh4 13 We2 
0-0-0? 14 a3! We7 15 2d6+ gives 
White a clear advantage, Purser- 
Russell, Kaiserslautern 1980) 12 
h4?! (12 We2!7) 12...Dxe5 13 Rxe5 
hS 14 g5 Ded 15 Rxg7 Bes 16 ReS 
&c3¥¥ Sawyer-Nolan, Corr 1985. 

b) 9 We2 Dxe5?! (9...c6!7) 10 
dxe5 4d7 (10...0d5 11 Dxd5 Wxd5 
12 Rg2 Wa5+ 13 2d2 Wb6 14 0-0-0 
0-0-0 15 2e3 Bxdl+ 16 Bxd! Wa5 
17 e6+ Schoonmaker-Chakis, USA 
1992) 11 c6 fxe6 12 Rg2 c6 13 0-0 
e5 14 2e3 e6 15 Had] &c7 16 We4 
£7 17 Bed We7 18 DAbS We8 19 
Bxf7 Sxf7 20 RFS cxbS 21 Rxe6+ 
He8 22 Wxb5 a6 23 Bxd7+ SFB 24 
Bfl+ 26 25 Wb4+ SF7 26 Wo3+ 


&e7 27 We6+ 1-0 Bohm-Vieten, 
Germany 1985. 

9 c6 

9...2)xe5? is less precise, and al- 

lows White to dominate the board: 
10 dxe5 Ad7 11 Wxb7 Bb8 
(11... Axe5 12 2b5+ Dd7 13 Bxd7+ 
Sxd7 14 Wd5+ Se8 15 We6+ Wd7 
16 Wxa8+ 1-0 Diemer-Stummer, 
Rastatt 1955) 12 Wxa7 e6 13 2b5 
Bxb5 14 @xb5 Bc5 15 Dxc?+ SB 
16 Wh7 Wh4+ 17 Sd Ye7 18 Da6 
2b6 19 Db4++ Schuh-Gutman, 
Baden 1984. 

10 “xg6 

White has tried a few other moves: 

a) 10 2c4 e6 11 Dxg6 hxg6 12 g5 
4d5 13 Bfl We7 14 2d2= Zilber- 
mints-Burke, New York 1992. 

b) 10 &p2 e6 11 Dxg6 hxg6 12 
0-0 We7 13 2f4 Db6 14 2g5 Dbd7 
15 De4= Sawyer-Laflamme, Corr 
1989. 

10 ... 
11 g5(D) 

The best and most logical plan, 
which aims to expose f7 to attack. 
Alternatives are: 

a) 11 2c4 Db6 12 2b3 Wxd47! 
13 2e3 Wd7 14 Bdi We7 150-0 
c6 16 RF4 c5+ 17 Sg2 We8 18 
g5 Dfds 19 Ded '4-'4 Gegner- 
Martin, Erlangen 1981. However 
the final position can hardly be 
considered a dull finish. I think 
White still has decent chances 
upon 19...2e7 20 2e5 0-0 21 c4 
&)c7 22 Dd6. 

b) 11 2d3 Wb6 (11...c6!7) 12 g5 
4 h5 13 Bfl 0-0-0 14 4c2 f5 15 gxf6 
gxf6 16 2xg6 2h6 17 2xh5? (17 
&xh6!7) 17...2xc1 18 Excl Wa5+ 


hxg6 
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0-1! Rasmussen-Parenti, Philadel- 
phia 1992. 


@h5!? 


Black has also tried two of the 
possible other moves with the 
knight: 

a) 11...2d5? 12 Axd5 cxd5 13 
Wxd5 6 14 Wxb7 2d6 15 2b5t. 

b) 11...Qh7 (it looks a strange 
square, but the knight can later return 
to the struggle via f8) 12 2c4 e6 and 
now: 

bl) 13 h4 2e7 14 2e3 Db6 15 
2b3 2b4 16 0-0-0 &xc3 17 bxc3 
We7 18 Bdfl Ad5 19 2d2 Bs 20 
c4 4c7 21 We4 0-0-0 22 h5! f5 23 
Wf4 gxhS 24 BxhS g6 25 Kh6 We7 
26 Bfhl Hh8 27 23 led toa win for 
White in Zechial-White, Corr 1993. 

b2) 13 Bf1 is the consistent move: 

b21) 13...Axg5!? was successful 
in the game Holwell-A.Ivanov, Corr 
1989, but I think it is inadequate: 14 
Rxgs5 Wxg5 15 Wxf7+ Sd8 16 
&xe6 2e7. Now instead of 17 
Wxg7?!, which allowed Black to ac- 
tivate his pieces with 17...4c7! 18 
He2 Hae8 19 Bf2 Df6 20 2f7 Bxh3 
0-1, 17 Wf4! is an improvement, 
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leaving White with a queenside 
pawn majority and the doubled g- 
pawns are a likely target. 

b22) 13...We7 14 h4 (14 2f4!9 
0-0-0?? 15 Wxc6+ ++) 14...Db6 15 
8b3 Hd8 16 De2 We7 17 Rd2 2d6 
18 0-0-0 @f8 19 c4 left White with 
a space advantage in compensation 
for the pawn in Diebert-L.Ivanov, 
Las Vegas 1994. 


12 2c4 e6 
3 &fl We7 
14 242 


After a senes of forceful moves, 
White has managed to push Black on 
to the defensive with the result that 
Godin’s pieces are awkwardly 
placed. Diebert now quickly com- 
pletes his development, intending to 
activate his queen’s rook by castling 


queenside. 
14... “\b6 
15 &b3 2d8 
16 De2 Ac8B 


Black embarks on an elaborate 
manoeuvre to free the queen from 
defending f7. In the game Ras- 
mussen-Brian, Tacoma 1991, Black 
chose to try to castle kingside: 
16...Wd7. The game continued 17 
0-0-0 2d6 18 c4! Bc7 19 Rb4 Ba8 
20 a4 a5 21 &c5 Bc8 22 Sbl Ad8 
23 @c3 Dc8 24 d5! e525 dxc6 WES+ 
26 Wxf5 gxf5 27 Bxd8+ Sxd8 28 
cxb7 He7 29 Bdl+ Ye8 30 Rb6H+. 

17 0-0-0 “d6 
18 bl AY i) 

The knight’s journey has finished, 
and Godin wishes to seek sanctuary 
with ...W0c7, ...2e7 and ...0-0. 

19 2a5 Rd7 
20 d5!(D) 


Underlining the vulnerability of 
Black’s stranded king by opening up 
more attacking avenues. 


20 ... exd5 
20...cxd5 is well met by 21 Sa4. 

21 Bdel Wxg5 

22 &fa+ Re7 


22...8e7 23 @xd5 with excellent 

play. 
23° Dxd5 0-0 
24 Bel! Bas 

The queen has no good squares: 
24..Wh4 25 Hg4 or 24...Wh6 25 
®xe7+ Dxe7 26 Rb4tt. 

The game concluded: 25 Wf2 Wf5 
26 Dxe7+ Bxe7 27 Wxd4 Zxel+ 28 
Sxel Wxh3 29 Zxg6 He8 30 Bel 
Af6 31 &c3 1-0 


Game 18 
Dr. Wittmann-Pastor 
Graz 1973 


1 d4d5 24 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 £3 
exf3 5 xf3 224 6 h3 
6 ... xf 
7 Wx c6 (D) 
Other moves are catastrophic for 
Black: 
a) After 7...Wxd4? 8 Wxb7 We5+ 
9 Re2 We3+ 10 Sf the twin threats 


of Wxa8 and Wc8# are hard to meet, 
Bomerault-Bert, Pittsburg 1964. 

b) 7...2)c6? (amazingly, this has 
been played several times but my 
analysis should put a stop to that) 8 
&b5 Wd6 and now: 

bl) 9 2£4 Wc6+ 10 Sf2 0-0-0 11 
Bhel @xd4 12 Bxe6 Axf3 13 Bxf6 
gxf6! 14 Sxf3 c6 15 &c4 e6 16 Bdl 
&b4= Sawyer-Laflamme, SCOrk 
1989. 

b2) 9 d5! a6 10 £4 e5 (10..Wes 
11 dxc6axb5 12 cxb7 Hb8 13 &e3! 
We5 14 0-0-0++) 11 0-0-0! axb5 12 
&xb5 We7 (12...b4 13 Dxc7+ +4) 
13 dxc6 b6 14 RxeSt+. 


8 Wh 

This line, known as the Ciesielski 
Variation, is rarely played but de- 
serves wider prominence. It is based 
on the logic that d4 is protected and 
the qucen’s bishop is free to be used 
in the attack via g5 or hé. 

The main line, 8 2e3, is discussed 
in the rest of the chapter. 

In the game Velimirovic-Bellon, 
Metz 1988, White was successful 
with 8 24, though Black’s play was 
rather indecisive: 8...e6 9 0-0-0 2b4 
10 &d2 Abd7 11 2d3 Db6 12 Weg3 


The Teichmann Defence 61 


We7 13 Bhfl Bg8 14 Bxf6! Bxc3 
(14... Wxf6? 15 2g5 Wxd4 16 
Rxh7Ht) 15 Rxc3 Wxf6 16 d5! 
We7 17 d6 Wd7 18 &xh7 0-0-0 
(18...2h8 19 &xg7 Bxh7 20 2f6!) 
19 2xg8 Hxg8 20 2d4 Sb8 21 h4 
@d5 22h5 g5 23 Sb! £6 24 c4 Wh7+ 
25 Ycl Df4 26 We3 b6 27 Rxf6 
WS 28 2e7 e5 29 d7 De6 30 WA 
Wxf8 31 gxf3 Sc7 32 d8W+ Dxd8 
33 &xd8+ 1-0. A game between two 
grandmasters obviously attracted a 
lot of attention from analysts. It was 
initially agreed that the critical 
8...Wxd4 was refuted by 9 bS. 
However, it fails to 9...cxb5 10 
Wxb7 We4+ which picks up a piece, 
so 9 2d3 intending 10 0-0-0 should 
be considered. 

The Seidel-Hall Attack, charac- 
terised by 8 g4, is a major alternative. 
It was originally played by the Ger- 
man Seidel in the 1960s, and then the 
Englishman Arthur Hall added much 
to the understanding of the tactical 
themes in the resulting positions: 

a) 8...e6 9 g5 Dd5 10 2d3 and 
now: 

al) 10..2b4? 11 0-0! 0-0 
(11...We7 12 De4 0-0 13 a3! 2a514 
c4 f5 15 Df2 Dc7 16 b4 1-0 
Gy.Meszaros-K laus, Lenk 1994) 12 
Ded Le7 (12...0d7 13 c4 De7 14 
a3 Ra5 15 Ad6 Bb8 16 Dxf7 Wes 
17 2xh7+! Sxh7 18 Wh5+ ++ Hall- 
Klopper, Corr 1977-8) 13 c4 (13 
WhS g6 14 Wh6 f5 15 gxf6 2xf6 16 
Axf6+ Bxf6 17 Res WH 18 Wh4 
BR 19 2h6 Wf6 20 Bx 1-0 
Gy.Meszaros-Gemencser, Hungary 
1993) 13...f5 14 gxf6 Dxf6 15 Ke3 
@d5 16 WhS g6 17 Wh6 Dxe3 18 
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Wxe3 2f6 19 Axf6+ Exf6 20 Bxf6 
Wxf6 21 Bfl We7 22 d5! cxd5 23 
cxd5 e5 24 d6 Wxd6 25 &c4+ Ph8 
26 Bf8+ Sg7 27 He8+ Sf6 28 Wr2+ 
gS 29 h4+ Sh6 30 We3+ Hhs 31 
Wg5# (1-0) Seidel-Moeser, Ludwig- 
shafen 1966. 

a2) 10...2d67! 11 0-0 We7 12 
De4 Bc7 13 Bd2 Ad7 14 c4 DSb6 
15 b4 0-0 16 WhS g6 17 Wh4+ Hall- 
Johnstone, Corr 1978. 

a3) 10...2e7 11 Bfl 0-0 12 De4 
®b47! (12...0d7!7) 13 Df6+ gxf6 
14 &xh7+! Sxh7 15 WhS+ Yg8 16 
g6++ Gegner-Rosin, Corr 1985. 

a4) 10...Axe3 11 0-0 (11 bxc3!7) 
11..Wd7 12 bxc3 &d6 13 WhS g6 
14 Wh6 2f8 15 Wh4 297 16 2a3 
RAB 17 QxfB SxfB 18 Axg6!i+ 
Scidel-Mocser, Ludwigshafen 1966. 

b) 8...Wxd4 (the critical move, 
which has similarities to the Ryder 
Gambit except the useful g4-square 
is not available) 9 2e3 Wb4 10 0-0-0 
c6 and now: 

bl) 11 &d3 2c5 (11...Abd7!7) 12 
&d2 Wd4 13 Bhfl Abd7 14 2f4 
Ads 15 Re4 We4 16 2g3 0-0 17 
2.d3 Wb4 18 a3 Wb6 19 Da4 2e3+ 
20 Sb1 Wa5 21 c4De7 22 &c2 D6 
23 Bd6 Bae8 24 b4 Wa6 25 Db2 
&h6 26 Wd3 g6 27 bS 1-0 Sneiders- 
Hennig, Corr 1974. 

b2) 11 Bd4 WaS 12 g5 d5 13 
@®xd5 cxd5 14 a4 &c5 (14...0c6 15 
&b5 Bd6 16 c40-0 17 Hh4 g6 18 
cxd5 He5 19 WE6 a6 20 Re2 Wxd5 
21 Bf! (21 Bd Wb344} 21...d3+ 
0-1 Lagland-Danner, Corr 1972) 
16... &xb4 17 Bfl 0-0 18 Bh4 a6 19 
&xc6 bxc6 20 Wh5++ Sawyer- 
Laflamme, Corr 1989. 


b3) 11 @b5 and now: 

b31) 11...WaS 12 2f4 Da6 13 
Rc4 Re7 14 Dd6+ Bxd6 15 Bxd6 
0-0-0 16 Se7 Exd i+ 17 Sxdi @d5 
18 Wxf7 De3+ 19 Scl Axc4 20 
Wxe6+ Sb8 21 Wxc4 “c7 (Kunath- 
Schneider, Corr) 22 &d6+. 

b32) 11...2a6 12 Ad4! (12 xa7? 
Rc5! 13 Bxa6 Bxa7 14 Bes Dd5 
15 a3 Wb6 16 2d3 &e3+ FF) 
12...0c5 (12...Wa5 13 Dxc6! Wxa2 
14 2b5++; 12...0c7 13 Axc6 Wed 
14 Wxe4 Axe4 15 Dxa7=) 13 Axc6 
Wed 14 Wxe4d Dfxe4 15 De5 a6 16 
22 gives White sufficient compen- 
sation according to analysis by 
Gegen and Jensen. 

8 .. e6!? 

Considering what happens in the 
actual game, 8...¢6 might be consid- 
ered an improvement. The black 
king can still be put under siege: 9 
2c4 bS 10 2b3 2g7 11 0-00-0 12 
Rg5 a5 13 a3 a4 14 Ba2 Wd6 15 
Sf4 Wd7 16 Zael Wa7 17 De4 
@bd7 18 Dxf6+ Axf6 19 c3 Bfd8 
20 Re5 Bd7 21 g4 h6 22 Wf4 c5 23 
h4 cxd4 24 &xd4 We7 25 Wxc7 
Rxc7 26 g5++ Stummer-Steuer, 
Corr 1992. 

9 £d3 Se7 

A safety measure against any pins 
with &g5. The relatively frequently 
played 9...2b4 allows White to have 
all the fun. After 10 0-0 the game 
might proceed: 

a) 10...0-0 11 Wh4 Abd7 12 2g5 
Be8 13 Bf3 Re7 14 Zafl g6 15 Bxf6 
xf6 16 Bxf6 Q2xf6 17 Bxf6 Sg7 
18 De4 Wxd4+ 19 Shl Wxb2 20 c3 
Wa3 21 Wf4 We7 22 Wes dg8 23 
4\g5 Bf8 24 2c4 b5 25 2b3 a5 26 


Bxe6! 1-0 Ciesielski-Friedrich, Corr 
1972. 

b) 10...2xe3 11 bxc3 0-0 12 Wh4 
@Dbd7 13 Rg5 h6 14 Rxh6! exh6 15 
Wxh6 Wa5 16 Bf3 We7 17 Mafl++ 
Stummer-Steucr, Corr 1992. 


10 0-0 ®bd7 
11 2g5 0-0 
12. Wh4 (D) 


12... go?! 

An impulsive move to deter mat- 
ing threats against h7 and the imme- 
diate 13 &xh7+ @xh7 14 Rxe7. A 
more purposeful alternative was 
tried in Gegner-Frolik, Germany 
1991: 12...2e8. The idea of ...f8 to 
detend h7 has the drawback of leav- 
ing f7 weak: 13 Bf3 DfB 14 Bafl 
Ag6 15 Rxg6 hxg6 16 Bxf6! gxf6 
17 Bxf6 (threatening Bxf7) 17...2f8 
18 Phi (18 Ae2) 18...Hc8 19 Ae2 
eS 20 c3 c5 21 “g3 cxd4 22 Des 
Bc7 23 Rd6!++. 

13 Zael @d5 
14 Be4 xg5? 

This lapse in concentration allows 
White to finish the attack in brutal 
fashion. 14...f6 is the only way to try 
to salvage the game. 


15 Dxgs ADSi6 
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16 Wh6 
17 @xh7!! (D) 


Be8 


Game 19 
Collas-Degraeve 
Reims 1989 


1d4d5 2e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 Af6 4 13 
exf3 5 Oxf 2246 h3 2xf3 7 Wxf3 
c6 

8 Re3 

This is the main line. White sup- 
ports d4 with a natural developing 
move that allows the queen’s rook to 
come into play. 

e6 

Other moves look suspicious: 

a) 8...@bd7 9 0-0-0 Ab6 10 d5! 
(Diemer) 10...2bxd5 (10...cxd5 11 
Rb5+ Dfd7 12 Dxd5++) 11 Dxd5 
4&xd5 12 c4++ Larsen-Watchel, 
Corr 1963. 

b) 8...2d59 &c4 e6 10 0-0 We7 
11 Bael xe3 12 Bxe3 Wd7 13 He4 
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h6 14 WhS g6 (14...Ha6 15 Bxc6! 
Wxe6 16 DAd6+ ++) 15 We5 1-0 
Mcyer-Alberti, Corr 1955. 

9 £d3 (D) 

The bishop is well placed for the 
forthcoming attack on the kingside. 
Also possible: 

a) 9 0-0-0 4d5 (9...bd7 trans- 
poses to the note after White’s 10th 
move) 10 Ae4 @xe3 11 Wxe3 2e7 
12 Re2 (12 &d3) 12...0d7 13 We3 
Af6 14 Dxf6+ Rxf6 15 RF 0-0 16 
g4 Wb6F Tejler-Grant, Corr 1986. 

b)9g4 2b4 10¢57(102.d3 Wd5!; 
10 2g2!7) 10...Wd5! 11 Wf4 ed! 
(after 11...Wxhl 12 gxf6 gxf6 13 
0-0-0 &xc3 14 Wxf6 White is better 
in the opinion of Freidl) 12 2g2 
4&\xc3¥¥ Tammink-Ramirez, Corr 
1981. 

c)9 Rcd Re7 10 g4 W6 11 0-0-0 
4d5 12 ®xd5 cxd5 13 &b3 0-0 14 
h4 “c6 15 h5S h6= Seemann-Rost, 
Corr 1989. 


9 .. @bd7 


This has proved to be the most 
testing try which simply activates 
another picce and keeps open the 
option of where to station the king’s 


bishop. The alternatives are also 
popular: 

a) 9...Ad5 10 0-0 Wd7 11 gs 
xc3 12 bxc3 &d6 13 WhS g6 14 
Wh4 2c7 15 Bf6 Wd8 16 Zafl 0-0 
(16...Abd7 17 Bxf7! Rxgs 18 Rxg6 
Sxh4 19 Bxh7#) 17 Wh6 Ad7 18 
Rxf7! 1-0 Leisebein-Junge, Corr 
1986. 

b) 9..2d6 10 Bfl (10 0-0) 
10...Abd7 11 g4h6 12 h4 BB 13 
0-0-0 Wa5 1485 hxg5 15 hxgs Dd5 
16 @xd5 cxd5 17 g6 f6 18 Sb1 Abs 
19 We4 c7 20 Bh! a4 21 Bh7 
g8 22 Rd2 Rb4 23 Bel Wo6 24 
Bxe6+ Wxe6 25 &xb4+ 1-0 Schir 
mer-Otte, Corr 1989. 

c) 9...Wb6 10 0-0 Wxb2 11 De4 
Re7 12 Habl Wxa2 13 Bxb7 Wd5 
14 c4 Wd8 15 Dxf6+ (15 d5!? We8 
16 Bxe7+ ++) 15...2xf6 16 d5 Wc8 
17 Bxf7 &xf7 18 Wh5+ g6 19 Bxf6+ 
Sxf6 20 2d4+ Sf7 21 WH+ Yc7 
22 Wf6+ $d6 23 Re5+ 1-0 Norris- 
Grassano, Cort 1964. 

d) 9...2b4?! 10 0-0 &xc3 
(10...0-0 11 ®e4) 11 bxe3 and now: 

dl) 11..Wd7 12 c4 Da6 13 Babli 
Bc8 14 g4 b6 15 g5 Des 16 d5it 
P.Webster-M.Brown, Wisconsin 
1980. 

d2) 11...Wd5 12 We3 b5?! 13 a4 
@bd7 14 axb5 cxb5 15 a5 Hb8 16 
c4 Wh5 17 cxb5 2b7 18 Wd6 Wd5 
19 Wc6 0-0 20 c4 Wxc6 21 bxc6 
Bb3 22 Hdl Db8 23 c7 Ac6 24 
Bb5 Bxb5 25 cxb5 DAb4 26 Rf4 
Afd5 27 Rd6 Bc8B 28 Rl £5 29 
Hal++ Diebert-Shure, Philadel- 
phia 1985. 

d3) 11...Abd7 12 Zabl b6 13 gs 
h6 14 2h4 0-0 15 Bf2 We8 16 Hel 


@h8 17c4 Bc8 18 c3=Diebert-Pelts, 
Philadelphia 1986. 

c) 9...2c7 (the best of the bunch) 
10 0-0 0-0 (10...@bd7 transposes 
to the next illustrative game) and 
now: 

cl) 11 g4 Dd57! 12 We4 g6 13 
Bh6 Bc8 14 Bxf7 (14 WH f6 15 
EZacl “c7 16 We3 RfB 17 RxfB 
BxfB 18 &c4 g7 19 g5 Dd7 20 
Hed Dd5 21 Rxd5 exd5 22’gxf6+ 
bg8 23 £7+ Bxf7 24 Bxf7 Sxf7 25 
4\g5+ gives White aclear advantage, 
Diemer-Samuli, Memmingen 1950) 
14...@xf7 15 Bfl+ 26 16 g5 Ad7 
17 gxf6 @xc3 18 bxc3 Db6 19 Wh4 
Begs 20 £f8! hS 21 Rg7 Bxg7 22 
fxg7+ Sxg7 23 We3 We8 24 We5S+ 
dg8 25 Wg5 1-0 Lagland-Oikamo, 
Corr 1958. 

e2) 11 Bf2 and now: 

21) 11...0d5 12 Wed g6 13 &h6 
Bh4 (13..Axc3 14 bxc3 Be8 15 
Bafl++ Mertens-Groslar, Brussels 
1991) 14 g3 Rxg3 15 Bf3 Rh4 16 
2xfB SxfB 17 BZafl (17 Wxe6) 
17... 26 18 @xd5 cxd5 (18...exd5 
19 Wf4 Dd7 20c4+) 19 WF4 2d7 20 
&b5 1-0 Sawyer-Laflamme, Corr 
1989. 

e22) 11...0a6 12 a3 c5 13 Bdl 
Wc8 14 Ded Dd7 15 Rxa6 bxa6 16 
dS f5 17 gs? f4 18 dxe6 Db6 19 
Wh5 h6F Diebert-Lein, Philadel- 
phia World Open 1989. 

10 24 

White keeps open the option of 
where to castle. The major altemma- 
tive 10 0-0 is discussed in the next 
illustrative game. 

Instead 10 0-0-0 is worthy of in- 
vestigation: 
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a) 10...We7 11 g4 Db6 12.25 Dfds 
13 Dxd5 Dxd5 14 Rd2 0-0-0 15 
Zhfl Bd7 16 c4 Db6 17 Rf4= Just- 
Bates, Zion 1983. 

b) 10...2b4 11 De2 DdS 13 c3 
&e7 is unclear according to 
Drobusch. 

10 ... b4 

Black takes immediate steps to de- 
ter queenside castling. This has the 
drawback that the bishop is a better 
defender on e7 in the 10 0-0 lines, 
which suggests that Collas’s move- 
order is superior as g4 is usually 
employed at some stage in almost all 
of the variations. 

11 0-0 h6 
12 Hael 

White continues to bring his 
pieces into play, waitingtosee which 
side Black will castle before embark- 
ing on an attack. 


122 “ses 4)b6 
13 a3 Rxe3 
14 bxc3 Wad5 
15 We2 


The situation has clarified some- 
what. White can continue to in- 
crease the pressure by trying to 
increase the scope of the pair of 
bishops, while maintaining the 
control of the central squares. 
Black is happy to cling on to the 
extra pawn while offering to enter 
the ending at every opportunity. 
The immediate problem is where 
the black king can seek safety as 
the b-file is open and on the other 
side h4 followed by g5 is immi- 
nent. 

15 .. 
16 c4 


4a4?! 
Wd7 
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A nice way to confront the knight 
sortie — by playing the very move it 
was meant to stop. The pawn is taboo 
due to 17...4)xc3? 18 Wce2 which 
picks up a piece. 

17... 0-0-0 
18 We2 Dc5 

There is little joy to be gained from 
18...2b6 when 19 a4 intending to 
double rooks on the b-file would 
leave Black with a dour defensive 


struggle. 
19 Re2 Aces 
20 &f4 c5!? 


It is understandable that Black is 
reluctant to become a spectator while 
White rearranges his bishops onto 
their optimum squares. Black de- 
cides to try to open up the queenside 
on his own terms, hoping that the 
white pieces will be diverted to pro- 
tecting the pawn centre. 


21 2 Dgs 
22 Spm! —exd4 
23 cxd4 Wxd4+ 
24 e3 Wd6 
25 Whb3 (D) 


Winning another pawn has in no 
way helped Black, who is powerless 


to defend against an assault on the 
king’s defensive pawn barrier. 


25 on Ed7 
25...b6 fails to 26 cS!++. 


26 Zdl We7 
27. &xa7 Exdl 
28 Exdl h5 
29 2b6 wa 
30 2xb7+ obs 
31 fg? 1-0 


Game 20 
Diemer-Gereben 
Zwolle 1959 


1 d4d52 e4 dxe4 3 Dc2 D6 413 
exf3 5 Dxf3 2246 h3 2xf3 7 Wxf3 
c68 Re3 e6 9 2d3 Dbd7 

10 0-0 

With this move White aims to dou- 

ble rooks on the f-file and then play 


the standard g4. 
10 ... Se7 
10...2.d6 1 1 g4 We7 12 De4 Dred 


13 Wxe4 0-0-0 14.c4 D6 15 Wf h5 
16 g5 Dd7 17 cS Ms 18 Rf4 (18 
Wxf7 Wxf7 19 Exf7 @xc5!) 18...e5 
19 2h2 Wxg5+ 20 Shi exd4 21 
Wxc6+ bxc6 22 2.a6# (1-0) Sawyer- 
Gordon, Hatbro 1988. 


11 2f2(D) 


MH ... 0-0 

Other moves: 

a) 11...h6?! (a long-term defen- 
sive mistake as White can create 
mating threats to force ...g6 which 
will make h6 weak) 12 ®e4 0-0 13 
c4 with promising play, Clauser- 
Plante, Corr 1991. 

b) 11...Qb6 12 Bafl DbdS 13 
@xd5 Wxd5 14 Wg3 0-0-0 15 Wxg7 
@hS 16 Wxf7 £h4 17 Bf He3 18 
c4 Wd6 19 2 £4 Wxd4+ 2021f22d7 
21 Wxe6 DhS 22 ReS5 Rxf2+ 23 
Bxf2 Wxd3 24 &xh8 Wdl+ 25 Bf 
4\f4 26 WES De2+ 27 Sh2 Wd2 28 
Be5 b6 29 We4+ Diebert- 
D.Thompson, Ohio 1985. 

c) 11...Wa5 and now: 

cl) 12 a3 0-0-0 13 Zbl EBhfs 14 
b4 WhS5 15 24 Wh4 16 2f4 Db6 
(16...h5?? 17 Wxc6+!++) 17 De2hS 
18 Hg2 hxg4 19 hxg4 Bh8 20 c3 
@bd5 21 Re5 Wg5 22 b5 c5 23 Bg3 
Wd2 24 b6 axb6 25 c4 4c3 26 Dxc3 
Wxc3 27 Exb6 Wel+ 28 fl Hd7 
29 Ba6!++ Diebert-Gold, World 
Open 1987. 

c2) 12 He4 0-0-0 13 RE4 Db6 14 
c3 Dbd5 15 b4 Wa3 16 &cl Wad 17 
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&c2 Wa6 18 &d2 gives White the 
better game as the black queen can 
be chased by a4 and £3, Sneiders- 
Greene, Corr 1984. 

12 afl 

The position after 12 g4 4\d5 arose 
in Sawyer-Timko, Corr 1988, 
whereupon White successfully pin- 
pointed h7 for a winning attack: 13 
@xd5 cxd5 (13...exd5 14 g5 Rxg5? 
15 WFSHt) 14 Zafl D6 15 Bg2 
Wd6 16 g5 Bd7 17 Rxh7+! Sxh7 
18 Wh5+ Sg8 19 Bf4 1-0. 

12... WaS 

Bearing in mind that the queen’s 
activity sometimes fails to solve 
Black’s defensive problems, a num- 
ber of alternatives have been tned: 

a) 12...h6 13 Ded Dd5 14 Rxh6 
gxh6 15 WhS Sg5 16 Bxf7 Bxf7 17 
Wxf7+ Gh8 18 Dxg5++ De Smet- 
Frenzel, Corr. 

b) 12...@h8 13 Ded We8 14 c4 
Bd8 15 Dxf6 Dxf6 16 g4 g6 17 Bh6 
Bg8 18 We3 Dd7 19 Bxf7 e5 20 
Sg2 Bf 21 Rg5 Bc8 22 dxe5 Web 
23 Wf2 &g7 24 He7 1-0 Sneiders- 
Brown, Corr 1964. 

c) 12...0d5 13 We4 and now: 

cl) 13...15 14 Wxe6+ @h8 15 Bxf5 
@xe3 16 Wxe3 Bxf5 17 Bxf5 Dis 
18 De4 g6 19 Ag5t+ Szasz-Grif- 
fith, Point Pleasant 1970. 

c2) 13...g6 14 Rh6 Dxc3 15 bxc3 
@f6 16 WES Wd5 17 2xfB BxfB 18 
Wxd5 Dxd5 (Sawyer-Wheatley, 
Corr 1989-90) and now, with hind- 
sight, Sawyer preferred 19 c4 with a 
slight advantage. 

d) 12..Qb6 13 g4 (13 De4!? 
4bd5 14 &d2 looks a good way to 
maintain the tension) and now: 
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dl) 13..0fd5 14 De4 Bxe3 15 
Wxe3 h6 16 Df6+ Bxf6 17 Bxf6 
gxf6 18 Wxh6 Wxd4+ 19 Bf2 Wxd3 
20 cxd3 4d5 21 g5 1-0 Diemer-Lo- 
cher, Lindau 1951. 

d2) 13...2bd5 and now: 

d21) 14 g5!? (probably prematurc) 
14...4)xe3 and now White should 
avoid 15 gxf6?, despite one success: 
15...Qxfl? 16 &2xh7+ @xh7 17 
Wh5S+ Sg8 18 fxg7 Sxg7 19 Bg2+ 
Rg5 20 Bxg5+ $f6 21 Wh4 1-0 
Diemer-Guglielmoni, Rastatt 1954. 
This celebrated win is quoted in most 
sources as a classic but in reality it 
should be accompanied by awaming 
sign. The flaw was pointed out in 
analysis by Evans: 15...xf6! 16 
Sxh7+ Sxh7 17 Wh5+ Sgs 18 Ded 
Re7 or 18 Bxf6 Axfl 19 Bf4 
4\g374. An attempt has been made 
to revive the line, with limited suc- 
cess: 15 Wxe3 @d5 16 @xd5 cxd5 
(16...exd5! 17 Bxf7? Bxt7 18 Web 
26 19 gxf6 We8 gives Black a win- 
ning game according to Grant) 17 
Bxf7! Bxf7 18 Wxe6 &xg5 
(18...Wf8 19 2xh7+ Sxh7 20 
Ext7++; 18...2f6 19 gxf6 We8 20 
Wxd5+) 19 Bxf7 Sh8 20 WES Wes 
21 c3 S&e3+ 22 Sg2 Bcl 23 Bxb7 
Bf8 24 Wh5 2e3 25 2g6 1-0 Evans- 
Jensen, Corr 1982-3. 

d22) 14 Ae4 Axe3 15 Wxe3 Ad5 
(15...Wd7? 16 Bxf6 gxf6 17 Dxf6+ 
Rxf6 18 Bxf6 Bids 19 Wh6 Wxd4+ 
20 Sf 1-0 Druke-Stollwerk, Corr) 
16 We2 2h4 17 Bg2 We7 18 g5! 
A419 Wed Dg6 20 Ac f5 21 gxf6 
&xf6 1-0 Sawyer-Laflamime, Corr 
1989. 

13. g4(D) 


13... h6?! 

An instinctive move to stop g5 
which does little to quell the attack. 
Other possibilities: 

a) 13...c5 14 g5 cxd4 15 &xd4 
Wxg5+ 16 Zg2 WhS 17 Bxg7+! 1-0 
Diemer-Lange, Cort 1954-5. 

b) 13...0d5 14 We4 g6 15 2h6 
4xc3 16 bxc3 Wxa2 gives White an 
important choice: 

bl) 17 c4 Wh? is normal, but 
should be avoided by White: 

bl1) 18 g5 eS 19 Bel? 2b4 20 
Bec2 Wxd4 21 Wxd4 exd4 22 2xf8 
Exf8 23 Bfl a5 24 Hed a4 25 Hg2 
a3 0-1 Callaghan-Bisguier, Wash- 
ington 1966. 

b12) Diemer recommended 18 c5 
(to make room for a bishop on c4) 
18...Wc3 19 2d2 Wa3 20 2c4Wg3+ 
21 Xg2 Wxh3 and now 22 Bf Wh4 
23 Zh2, which picks up the queen, 
but 23...0f6! actually wins for 
Black. There is little room for im- 
provement in the variation as the 
plausible 22 g5 fails to 22...@xc5! 
when Black has too many pawns. 

b2) | prefer 17 &xf8 Bxf8 18 h4!? 
with material equality and attacking 
chances based on h4-h5 when the 
h-file can be opened forthe use of the 


rooks. For example: 18...&xh4 19 
Bh2 Re7 (19...2f6 20 g5 Rg7 21 
Wh4) 20 Bxh7! xh7 21 Bxf7+! 
Exf7 22 Wxg6+ Gh8 23 Wxf7 Ds 
24 Wxe7 Sg8 25 g5 gives White the 
better game. 
14 h4 cS 
14...g5?! was seen in Marks-Car- 
ruthers, Corr 1978-9, with White 
creating a winning attack after 15 
hxg5 hxgS 16 ®e4 4h7 17 Wh3 f5 
18 Bh2 Bf7 19 gxf5 exf5 20 &c4 
1-0. 
15 g5 
16 hxg5 
The problems associated with 
Black’s 12th move are now more 
obvious as the h-file has been 
opened, which allows White’s major 
pieces to invade and destroy. 
16 ... cxd4 
17 Wh3(D) 
As usual Diemer goes for the most 
spectacular finish. The man himself 


hxgS 
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pointed out an casier route to victory: 
17 &xd4 Wxg5+ 18 dhl Wh4+ 19 
Bh2 Wxd4 20 Wh3++. 


17 ... dxe3 
18 Hp? Bfc8 
19 gxf6 ®xf6? 


It is not clear what White intended 
against the superior 19...2.xf6! when 
the king has an escape square. 

20 Wh6 g6 
21 Qxg6 1-0 


5 The Ziegler Defence 


This line is a popular and important 
method of defence. It involves a pawn 
formation similar to the Caro-Kann 
and has a sound reputation. In tourna- 
ment practice, the main attraction is 
that Black keeps his options open and 
play often transposes to the Teich- 
mann and Bogoljubow Defences. 

The first game, Welling-Marsik 
deals with the most ambitious option 
at White’s disposal, 6 Sc4. The 
natural response 6...2f5 ensures tac- 
tical complications with White even- 
tually emerging on top. 

The immediate 6...e6 is playable, 
and is discussed in Diemer-Kruszka. 
White has plenty of time to choose a 
suitable attacking plan and Black has 
to have an excellent grasp of posi- 
tional technique to activate his 
cramped pieces. 


Game 21 
Welling-Mardk 
Biel 1981 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 46 4 3 
exf3 5 Axf3 
6 sts c6 
This move characterises the 
Ziegler Defence. 
6 &c4 (D) 
This seems the best move. Alter- 
natives: 
a) 6 2d3 and now: 
al) 6...2g4 should be compared 
with the Teichmann Defence: 


i ‘ete one 
ay 


a 


all) 70-0 e6 8 h3 (8 Re3 2d69 
h3 2h5 10 Wel Abd7 11 Dd2 0-0 
12 &c4= Stummer-Steuer, Corr 
1993) 8...2h5 9 g4 Re6 10 Rxg6 
hxg6 11 DeS Dbd7 12 WH Dxe5 13 
dxeS Wd4+ 14 &g2 Wxe5 15 Rf4 
WaS 16 Hadi with promising play 
on the f-file, Gegner-Tiemann, Corr 
1985. 

al2) 7 h3 2h5 (7...2x 8 Wxf8 
Wxd4 9 2e3 Wh4+ 10 g3 Wb4 11 
0-0-0 e5 12 &f5 Dbd7 13 Bxd7+ 
&®xd7 14 WES 0-0-0 15 Wxf7We7 16 
Bhfl Wxf7 17 Bxf7 h6 18 Rxa7++ 
StummerSteuer, Corr 1993) 8 g4 
2269 Rg5 Dbd7 10 Rxg6 hxg6 11 
@d2 e6 12 WR 2b4 13 DAde4= 
Stummer-Steuer, Corr 1993. 

a2) 6...g6 is closely related to the 
Bogoljubow Defence. White can 
continue: 

a21) 7 DeS Re6!? (7..Wxd4 8 
xf7!) 8 De2 2g79 0-00-0 10 Wel 
@d5 11 Wh4 Dd7 12 Rh6 DxeS 13 
dxe5 Wb6+ 14 hi Had&8# Weber 
Gegner, Corr 1983. 


a22) 7 2£4 2g7 8 Wd2 Dbd7 9 
0-0-0 Abb 10 Ah6 0-0 11 h4, with 
the threat 12h5 @xh5 13 Bxh5 gxh5 
14 Wg5, was played in Gegner- 
Werner, Erlangen 1981. 

a23) 7 RgS5 Rg7 8 Wd2 2e4 9 
De5 Wxd4 10 Dxf7 Hf8 11 Dh6 e5 
12 Re3 Rxh6 13 Rxh6 Bf7 14 Re3 
Wb4 15 a3 We7 (15...Wxb2? 16 
Ha2++) 16 0-0 Dbd7 17 b4 allows 
White a slight edge, since the black 
king is vulnerable, Stummer- 
Shevchenko, Corr 1993. 

a3) 6..abd7 7 &f4 Db6 8 0-0 
@bd5 9 Wd2 e6 10 He2 Axf4 11 
®xf4 2d6 12 De5 We7 13 Zael 0-0 
14c3.c5 15 Rb] Bd8 16 We2cxd4 
17 @d5! cxd5 18 Bxf6 2xe5 19 
Wxh7+ Sf8 20 Wh8+ de7 21 Wxg7 
Re6 22 Bxe6+ Sxe6 23 cxd4 Hg8 
24 Bxe5+ gives White a winning 
position, Kiefer-Stauch, Worms 
1958. 

b) 6 4e5 is an interesting idea, 
which indicates White’s aggressive 
intentions on the f-file: 

b1) 6....f5 transposes to the Gun- 
deram Defence. 

b2) 6...2e6 7 2e2 Dbd7 8 Dd3 
g6 9 Df4 Rd5 10 0-0 intending 
Wel-h4 gave White good chances in 
Gegner-Kettner, Ludwigshafen 
1983. 

b3) 6...0bd7 7 WB and now: 

b31) 7...e6 8 Rg5 2e79 2d3 Wh6 
10 0-0-0 h6 11 Wh3 Bf8 12 #e3+ 
Diemer-Gunderam, Corr 1983. 

b32) 7...Ab6 8 2e3 Re69 Rd3 
@bd5 10 Dxd5 Rxd5 11 W2 g6 12 
0-0 &g7 13 c4 Reb 14 Wh4 0-0 15 
43 (this move could well have been 
prepared with 15 @hl to allow &g1) 
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15...g4 16 Kael Dxe3 17 Hxe3 h5 
18 Hxe6 fxe6 19 &xg6 Bxf3 20 
Bxf3 Wxd4+ 21 Wxd4 &xd4+ 22 
fl Hf8= Neininger-Studier, Fuss- 
bach 1994. 

b33) 7..2xe5?! 8 dxeS5 Ded 9 
R&f4 g5 (Gunderam; 9...Wa5 10 
0-0-0 @xc5 11 We4 Dd7 12 &bS! 
Wh6 13 Kd6 4f6 14 Bxf6! 1-0 Stu- 
dier-Gunderam, Corr 1984) 10 2&2! 
&g7 110-0-0xe5 12 Wg3 2e4 13 
Bel Wd4 14 3e4 Wd7 15 Exe5 
0-0-0 16 &d3 Rxe5 17 Wxe5 f6 18 
We3 Sb8 19 Hel Bde8 20 Ded h5 
21 &c3 Wd5 22 b3 Bhf8 23 Bc4 
Wd8 24 h3 &c8 25 Hdl We7 26 
“xg5+ Gegner-Kordtz, Erlangen 
Ch 1987. 

b4) 6....0fd7 7 Wf !t. 

c) 6 Rf4 2F5 7 2d3 Rxd3 8 Wxd3 
e6 9 0-0 Rd6 10 Dg5 gives White 
attacking chances according to Jen- 
sen and Pape. 

6 .. 8 i) 

The main alternative, 6...e6, is ex- 
amined in the next game. Others: 

a) 6...2g¢47 7 DeS! (7 Bxf7+ 
@xf7 8 De5+ Se8 9 Dxg4t) and 
now: 

al) 7...2h5? 8 WxhStt. 

a2) 7...Wic8 8 &xf7+ Sd8 9 Wd3 
Wf5 10 We3 Wxc2 11 0-0 1-0 (in 
view of 11...0d5 12 &xd5 cxd5 13 
&f2) Diemer-Ziegler, Wangen 1950. 

a3) 7...2e6 8 Rxe6 fxe6 9 0-0 
@bd7 10 RE4 DxeS 11 Rxe5 g6 12 
Des Rg7 13 Dgs Wd5 14 Wd3 0-0 
15 c4 Wd7 16 Wh3 2h8 17 Dxe6 
Ef7 18 £f3 h6 19 Bafl g5 20 WS 
&g7 21 Oxg7 Bxg7 22 Wxd7 Dxd7 
23 &xg7 1-0 Diebert-T.Fisher, Ohio 
1990. 
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b) 6...b5 7 2b3 b4 8 De5 e69 De2 
&a6 10.c4 bxc3 11 bxc3 Wa5 120-0 
Rxe2 13 Wxe2 Re7 14 Dxf7! Sxf7 
15 Wxe6+ Ye8 16 2a3! 1-0 
Schmidt-Knorr, Corr 1988. 

c) 6...g6 7 De5 e6 8 00 Re7 9 
&h6 Dbd7 10 We2 was good for 
White in Glasscoe-Baukol, Berkeley 
1985. 

d) 6..Ad57! 7 0-0 4d7 8 Dxd5 
cxd5 9 &xd5 Df6 10 Rb3 Rd7 11 
De5 e612 Rg5 Re7 13 WF Abs 14 
c3 0-0 15 &c2+ Westbrook-Cooper, 
USA 1989. 

7 DeS 

White’s most consistent approach. 
Possible alternatives: 

a) 7 0-0 e6 and now: 

al) 8 &b3 (8 DeS transposes to 
the main game) 8...2e79 De5 2g6 
10 2e3 Dbd7 11 Dxg6 hxg6 12 WF3 
WaS 13 g4 We7 14 Bf2 0-0-0 15 g5 
@d5 16 @xd5 exd5 17 c4 dxc4 18 
&xc4 Bh5 19 Bg2 f5 20 BclF Die- 
bert-Ready, Ohio 1988. 

a2) 8 &eS Re7 9 We2 (9 Wd2 
@bd7 10 Zael 0-0 11 Dh4 Vg6 12 
@xg6 hxg6= Allen-Grime, Paign- 
ton 1994) 9...0bd7 (9...0d5 10 
@xd5 cxd5 11 &b5+ Dc6 12 DeS 
RxgS5 13 Rxc6+ bxc6 14 Axc6 
We7 15 Bxf5t Diemer) 10 Dh4 
Rg4 11 WF2 2h5 12 h3 Db6 13 
2b3 DfdS 14 Bxe7 Wxe7 15 DFS 
WB 16 Bxd5 Axd5 17 Axd5 cxd5 
18 Wg3! gives White some attack- 
ing opportunities, Lagland-Stock, 
Corr. 

a3) 8 Shi Be7 9 DeS Rg6 10 
&b3 Dbd7 11 BF4 D6 12 Dec2 
@®bd5 13 c4 Dxf4 14 Dxf4 0-0 15 
@fxg6 hxg6 16 Wd3 Ad7 17 Dxd7 


Wxd7 18 Bad1 '4-'4 Diebert-Mad- 
digan, USA 1988. 

b) 7 We2 e6 (7...Dbd7 8 0-0 e6 9 
eS Rg6 10 Rf4 Re7 11 Rxe6!+ 
Dravnieks-J.Hansen, Corr 1985-6) 8 
0-0 2d6 (8...Re7!?) 9 Rg5 0-0 10 
@®c5 Wbd7 11 Bxf5!? exfS 12 Dxd7 
Wxd7 13 2xf6 gxf6 14 Bfl Bfes 15 
Wh5 2f8 16d5 Be5 17 De2 cxd5 18 
2d3 Bae8 19 Dg3 Wad 20 ADxf5 
Bxf5 21 WxfS Wd4+ 22 Sh! &g7 
23 Wxh7+ &f8+ Gerloff-Roscher, 
Corr 1988. 

7 e6 

7...0d5? is well met by 8 Wf3 e6 
(8...2c6 9 Dxd5 Bxd5 10 Wxf7!+) 
9 @xd5 cxd5 10 &b5+ Ye7, which 
is embarrassing for the black king. 

7...£6 allows White to compli- 
cate the position with 8 d5!, with 
awkward problems for Black’s de- 
velopment. 

8 0-0 

Others are less convincing: 

a) 8 Rg5 2e79 0-0 Rxc2 10Mxf7 
x7 (10... 2xd1 11 Axd8 Rxd8 12 
Zaxd1+ Rittenhouse-Fleuriot, Corr 
1985) 11 We2 (11 Wg4 Wd7 trans- 
poses to the note to Black’s 11th 
move in the illustrative game) 
11...2g6 12 Wxe6+ Sf8 13 d5 27 
14 WS Wd7 15 WF3 h6 16 d6 
2d84+ Riessbeck-Mallina, Corr. 

b) 8 Re3 2d6 9 Rd3 Bxd3 10 
&xd3 bd7F Tejler-Rittenhouse, 
Corr 1985. 

c) 8 g4?! Dfd7! 9 pxf5 Dxe5 10 
Se2 (10 dxeS Wh4+ with a clear 
advantage to Black) 10...Wh4+ 11 
fl Wh3+ 12 gl exf544 Diemer 
Gunderam, Corr 1982. 

8 .. Rxc2 


Black seizes the chance to snatch 
another pawn due to the tactical trap 
9 Wxc2 Wxd4+. 

8...Abd7 is premature, in view of 
9 BxfS+. 

Black might prefer the more se- 
date 8...2.26: 

a) 9 RgS Rc7 10 h4 0-0 
(10...4bd7!7) 11 g4 b5 12 2b3 b4 
13 h5 bxc3 14 hxg6 hxg6 15 bxc3 
@®d5 16 &xe7 Wxe7 17 Wd2 Wh4 
18 &g2 Wh6 19 g5 Wh4 20 Zael 
f6 21 &xd5 cxd5 22 Khi Wxg5+ 
23 Wxg5 fxg5 24 Dxg6 Bf6 25 
Bh8+ Sf7 26 De5+ Ye7 27 Bbl 
&d6 28 Hb7 1-0 Diemer-Zehnle, 
Baden-Baden 1953. 

b) 9 g4 Abd7 10 Dxgé hxgé 11 
g5 and now: 

bl) 11...We7 12 2f4 2d6 13 gxf6 
Rxf4 14 fxg7 Bg8 15 Wel 2xh2+ 
16 @g2 Bxg7 17 Wh4 2d6 18 ae! 
48 19 Bd5! cxd5 20 &b5+ Ad7 21 
Exc6+ fxe6 22 Wh8+ gives White a 
winning advantage according to 
analysis by Studicr. 

b2) 11..Ab6 12 2b3 DAfds 13 WB 
We7 14 Bf2 2d6 15 Ded Rxh2+ 16 
@g2 Bf8 174 4e7 18 Wh3 0-0-0 
19 Wxh2 Wxh2+ 20 @xh2 Bxd4 21 
4)d6+ Bxd6 22 c5 Bdd8 23 cxb6 
axb6 24 Exf7!++ (Pachman). 

9 ®xf7! 

This tremendous move by Welling 
has revived the entire line. 

9... xf7 (D) 

Black opts to defend a fierce at- 
tack. The ending after 9... 2xd1 un- 
derlines the significance of White’s 
superior development: 10 @xd8 
@xd8 11 Bxd1 Hd5 12 Hel 2b4 13 
Bxc6 Axc3 14 bxc3 &xc3 15 Rg5+ 
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£d7 16 Be7+ Sd6 17 Hdl h6 18 
He6+ Sd7 19 2f4 Be8 20 Bd6+ 
Se7 21 Bd3 2b4 22 He3+ Sf8 23 
Zf6+ 1-0 Welling-Wrobel, Luxem- 
bourg 1982. 


10 We4 wa7 
11 2g5 a6 
Marzik aims to thwart 12 Zael 
with 12....4\c7, when the struggle 
continucs. 
11...2e7 helps to shield the king 
but White is still better after 12 Hael 
He8 13 Rxe6 Wd6 (13...We7 14 
Rxf6 gxf6 15 Ded Rxed 16 We7 
Ef8 17 Bxe4 Sd8 18 Wxh7t) 14 
Rxf6 gxf6 15 d5 Sd8 16 We2 2g6 
17 Wf. White threatens 18 dxc6 
opening up the d-file for the rook. 
12 &xf6 gxf6 
13 dS! 
Black is now in a hopeless situ- 
ation. 


13... &c7 
14. dxe6+ 4)xe6 
15 Hael Be8 
16 Ded xed 
17 Bxed Rc5+ 
18 Phi He7 


19 Wh5+ 1-0 
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Game 22 
Diemer-Kruszka 
Waldikzich 1951 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 Af6 4 £3 

exf3 5 Dxf3 c66 Bc4 
6 .. e6 

Without doubt one of the most 
passive choices at Black’s disposal, 
aiming to stifle White’s attack by 
erecting a solid pawn barrier. By 
companion with the Teichmann De- 
fence, Black has already played ...c6, 
taking a square from the queen’s 
knight, while alater ...c5 will involve 
a waste of a tempo. 

7 0-0 

In the game Donnelly-Benjamin, 
USA 1966, White tried a different 
move order: 7 “e5 b5!? 8 2d3 2b7 
9 2e3 Dbd7 10 0-0, which gave 
White good play on the kingside. 

Tus h6?! 

This natural move is acrucial mis- 
take. Diemer now has a target on 
which to focus his attention. A sac- 
rifice on h6 is highly likely if Black 
castles kingside. Others: 

a) 7...0bd7 8 We2 Re7 9 24 (9 
4e5!7) 9...0-0 10 Hae! Ab6 11 &d3 
@bd5 12 DeS Db4 13 We3 Dxd3 14 
@xd3 Qg4F Lagland-Rosenberg, 
Corr 1970-1. 

b) 7...b5 8 &d3 Dbd7 9 Wel Re7 
10 Dg5 b4 11 Ace4 a5? 12 Dxf7 
x7 13 Dg5+ Se8 14 Web BiB 15 
&xh7 1-0 Jensen-Lynesskjold, Corr 
1984. 

c) 7...2d6 8 Wel Wc7 9 Wh4 
@bd7 10 &g5 h6 11 Hael Ad5 12 
@xd5 cxd5 13 Bxe6+! fxe6 14 
Wh5S+ Of8 15 De5+ Df 16 Rxf6 


@g8 17 We8+ RB 18 Rds 1-0 
Sohm-Klein, Corr 1979. 

d) 7...S2e7 and now: 

dl) 8 Wel 0-0 9 &g5 “bd7 10 
&d3 is a Teichmann Defence where 
White has lost time by moving the 
king’s bishop twice. 

d2) 8 &g5 and now: 

d21) 8..b5 9 2d3 0-0 10 Wel 
@bd7 11 Wh4 g6 12 DeS Ad5 13 
@®xf7! Bxf7 14 Bxf7 O56 15 Bfl 
&xf7 16 Wxh7+ with mate to follow. 

d22) 8...0-0 9 Wel h6 10 &xf6 
Rxf6 11 Wed g6 12 DeS Rxe5? 13 
dxeS $g7 14 2d3 f5 15 exf6+ Bxf6 
16 Bxf6 Wxf6 17 Bfl Wg5 18 h4 
WhS 19 g4+t Peilen-Joyner, Ala- 
bama 1986. 

e) 8 DeS and now: 

el) &..c5 9 d5 0-0 10 Re3¢ Saw- 
yer-Esposito, Corr 1988. 

e2) 8..0-0 9 Re3 Ad5 10 Dxd5 
exd5 11 2d3 2f6 12 WhS g6 13 WR 
g7 14 Wf4 2e6 15 BP Dd7 16 
@®xd7 &xd7 17 Raf] Re7 18 Wh6+ 
g8 19 Exf7! 1-0 Sneiders-Blokh, 
Corr 1963. 

e3) 8...2abd7 9 We2 DB 10 Re3 
4g6 11 Had] WaS 12 &g5 DxeS 13 
dxe5 Dd5 14 Rxe7 Dxe7 15 De4 
Wb6+ 16 Phi 0-0 17 Wh Af5 18 
Bf We7 19 Af6+ gxf6 20 Bh3 h6 
21 g4 Bd8 22 pxfS Bdl+ 23 Wxdl 
b5 24 Bxh6 bxc4 25 exf6 1-0 
Schneider-Braun, Corr. 

8 We2 Re7 
9 2f4 Qbd7 
10 Badl! (D) 

A good move. Diemer protects d4 
and introduces the possibility of &d3 
with the rook swinging across to the 
kingside. 


White’s long-term plan is to 
place his knight on eS, further re- 
stricting Black’s movements, and 
then force the f-file fully open and 
threaten a timely @xf7. White 
could try to fix his opponent’s 
queenside with 10 a4, but this 
would give Black time to continue 
his development and in any case 
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only delay, rather than rule out 
Black’s plans for ...b5 and ...c5. 
“b6 
0-0! 

It would be a thankless task but 
Black must attempt to castle queen- 
side. After the text he is crushed. 


12 BeS 2d7 
13 Bd3 Re8 
14 Wad2! 


White broadcasts his intention to 
sacrifice on h6, but Black is power- 
less to resist. 

14... c5 

14...218 15 Qxh6 gxh6 16 Bg3+ 

@h7 17 Wd3+ Gh8 18 Dxf7#. 


15 dxc5 Rxc5+ 
16 hi Wce8 
17 2xh6 “\h7 
18 2xp7 bxg7 


19 g3+ 1-0 


6 The Ryder Gambit 


This variation originates from a 
Dr. Ryder of Leipzig who regularly 
employed it in the 1890s but the 
main ideas were not fully understood 
at the time. It was Diemer who con- 
tributed most to the development of 
the line to make it a powerful 
weapon, especially with his book 
Von Ersten Zug an auf Matt (To- 
wards mate from move one) which 
contains many useful ideas. The aim 
of 5 Wxf3 is to develop White’s 
queenside rapidly, but this is an the 
expense of depriving the king’s 
knight of its most natural square, f3. 
Black can either play safe and con- 
tinue development, or risk taking the 
second pawn. The compensation 
White receives for the two pawns has 
led to a number of spectacular victo- 
ries, but can simply evaporate without 
energetic play. The practical evidence 
points to real difficulties for Black, as 
can be seen from the illustrative 
games. It is one of the most compli- 
cated lines as White has plenty of 
open lines and refinements in 
White’s methods appear regularly. 

The principal variation runs 5 
Wxf8 Wxd4 6 2e3, when Black 
must decide where to put the queen. 
The game Sneiders-Coleman fea- 
tures the celebrated Halosar Trap af- 
ter 6...Wb4, when a variety of tactical 
pitfalls prove fatal for Black. 

The hazards of other available 
squares are also considered before 


the critical 6...Wg4 is considered in 
Sneiders-Hilding. White’s initiative 
is very substantial, but Black may 
have sufficient resources. 

The usual response is to decline 
the second pawn and this is exam- 
ined in Graier-Studer. Black reasons 
that the knight really belongs on f3, 
and employs a structure similar to 
the Euwe or Bogoljubow Defence. 
White responds with active play on 
the open f-file and advances his g- 
pawn. 

All the lines in this chapter contain 
a certain amount of risk but are play- 
able for White as long as he is pre- 
pared to stake everything on a 
lightning attack. 


Game 23 
Sneiders-Coleman 
Corr 1961 


1d4d52 e4dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 f3 
exf3 
5 Wxf3 (D) 


YG g 
Z 


White enters the Ryder Gambit. 
5 .. Wrxd4 

This is Black’s most ambitious ap- 
proach. The second pawn is taken 
with the hope that it will be enough 
to compensate for White’s rapid lead 
in development. The offer of the d- 
pawn can also be declined which is 
discussed in the illustrative game 
Graier-Studer. 

6 Re3 ; 

With this logical move, White 
aims to harass the black queen be- 
fore swiftly castling queenside in 
order to try to take advantage of the 
open d-file. In ECO Bagirov sug- 
gests 6 &f4 intending DbS as a 
possibility. This has not caught on, 
which I suspect is due to simply 
6...c6 when play might continue 7 
Rd3 Rg4 8 Wg3 Dbd7 9 Dge2 
with some compensation for 
White. After 6 &d3 Pachman rec- 
ommended 6...Wg4 7 Wf2 e5 8 DB 
(8 a3 is necessary) 8...2b4 with a 
better game for Black. 

6... 

A common mistake that at first 
glance appears logical. The idea is to 
target the b-pawn while assuming 
that White cannot castle queenside 
due to the potential pin with the 
bishop on g4. The best move, 
6...We4, is discussed in the illustra- 
tive game Sneiders-Hilding. Other 
moves are rather off-target: 

a) 6...Wd6? 7 DbS Wh4+ 8 c3 
Wxb2 9 xc7+ Sd8 10 Bd1+ Sxc7 
11 Rf4+ Sb6 12 Rd3 Wxc3+ 13 
Sf2 Qd7 14 Bbl+ waS 15 He2 
WeS5+ 16 Sg3 DhS+ 17 Wxhs! 
WxhS 18 2d2+ Ya4 19 2c2+ ha3 
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20 &b4+ hxa2 21 Dc3# (1-0) 
Duhm-Grau, Uberlingen 1954. 

b) 6..Wd8? 7 Bdl 2d7 (7... 
Abd7!?) 8 &c4 c6 9 Dh3 e6 100-0 
Re7 11 DgsS 0-0 12 Wh3! h6 13 
Aged d5? 14 Rxh6 f5 (14...gxh6 
15 Wxh6 f5 16 Wg6+ @h8 17 
Bd3+) 15 We3 B7 16 Dgs Bf 17 
xe6 Wb6+ 18 Phi g6 19 Bxfs! 
Bxe6 (19...2d6 20 Wxd6 Bxf5 21 
“c7++) 20 DxdS WeS 21 Dxe7+ 
Wxe7 22 Wxg6+ 1-0 Evans- 
Vaughan, Corr 1962-3. 

c) 6...WeS? 7 0-0-0 and now: 

cl) 7...g¢4? 8 Wxb7 Wxe3+ 9 
Bd2 Wel+ 10 @d!1 Wxfl (10...\We4 
11 S&b5+ Abd7 12 &c6t+) 11 DB 
Wxhl 12 De5! RFS (12...2d7 13 
Bxd7!++) 13 Dc6 Rd7 14 We8+! 
Rxc8 15 Bd8# (1-0) Gedult-Falk, 
Paris 1969. 

c2) 7...c6 8 h3 RFS (8...2e6 9 2d3 
4\bd7 10 ®ge2 0-0-0 11 £4 WhS? 
12 Wxc6+! bxc6 13 2a6# (1-0) Die- 
mer-Portz, Lindau 1948) 9 &c4 2e4 
10 Wf2 e6 11 Rd4! We5+ 12 bl 
Wxg2 13 Dxe4! Wxe4 14 DB WES 
15 Wd2 Wxf3 16 Bhfl Wxh3 17 
Qxf6 Be7 18 Wd8+! Qxd8 19 
Bxd8# (1-0) Diemer - Bur 
ger/Bartsch, Ried 1948. 

d) 6...Wh4+? 7 g3 We4 8 Wg2e5 
9 DB Rd6 10 h3 WES 11 0-0-0 Dc6 
12 2d3 We6 13 Dgs We7 14 2c4 
0-0 15 g4 h6 16 hd! hxg5 17 hxg5 
4xg4 18 Wed! (even at 82 years of 
age the great man is able to finish in 
style) 18..0h6 19 Bxh6 RFS 20 
W2xf5 gxh6 21 Wg6+ @h8 22 Wxh6+ 
bg8 23 We6+ Sh8 24 Bhi# (1-0) 
Diemer-Mephisto Computer 1990. 

7 0-0-0! &g4? (D) 
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A typical error of judgement. In 
Diemer-Schickner, Lindau 1950, 
Black tried to restrain the knight with 
7...c6, whereupon White chose to 
chase Black’s queen: 8 Hd4 Wa5 
when White’s initiative provided 
compensation. The game concluded 
9 Re2e5 10 Had We7 11 Dh3 Re7 
12 Bfl h6 13 g4 2e6 14 g5 hxg5 15 
“gS Dbd7 16 Dxe6 fxe6 17 We2 
0-0-0 18 Bxa7 @b8 19 a4 Dfd7 20 
Ba8 Wd6 21 Bdl Wb4 22 2b6! 
@xb6 23 Wxc6!+ bxc6 24 Ra6+ 
@c7 25 Ba7# (1-0). 


Y 

a Vo 

Vi Vi, 
Y 


“a, ZL, 


Y 


J 


8 Db5!! 

A marvellous move. The attack on 
White’s queen is ignored in order to 
threaten mate and at the same time 
shield b7 from its defender. In 1992 
Grandmaster Julian Hodgson de- 
scribed the move as a ‘brilliant refu- 
tation’ when he first came across it 
in a recent game. It was lefi to an 
aficionado of the opening to point 
out that Diemer himself had first 
played it in 1934! 

8 x. a6 

Other moves have no redeeming 
features. The only question is how 
quickly White will win: 


a) 8...e6? (8...e5? falls victim to 
the same trick) 9 Axc7+ Se7 10 
Wxb7! Wxb7 11 &c5# (1-0) Die- 
mer-Portz, Lindau 1949. 

b) 8...WaS? 9 Wxb7 2d7 10 b4! 
Wxb4 11 Wc8+ 2xc8 12 Dxc7# 
(1-0) Gedult-Kovac, Paris 1966. 

c) 8...\bd7 9 Wxb7 and now: 

cl) 9...b8? 10 Wxb8+! (numer- 
ous games have finished in this fash- 
ion) 10...axb8 11 @xc7# (1-0) 
Paschmann-Kurschat, Corr 1986. 

c2) 9...\e4 10 Wxe4 Axed 11 Bd4! 

RFS 12 Dxc7+ Sd8 13 Dxa8t+ 
Nuedling-Vulic, Corr 1984. 
9 Wxb7 Wes 

In the orginal game that featured 
the surprising knight move, Diemer- 
Halosar, Baden-Baden 1934, Black 
put up little resistance: 9...2¢8? 10 
Wxa6 1-0 (White intends 11 Wxc8+ 
and 12 @xc7#). The only consola- 
tion for the defeated player was that 
8 4bS is now universally known as 
the Halosar Trap. 

Just as bad is 9... 2xd1? 10 Wxa8+ 
d7 11 Dxa7 Wel 12 2b5+ Seb 13 
We8+ Dd7 14 Wxd7+ Sf6 15 Rg5+ 
$g6 16 2d3+ ShS 17 Wh3+ Sxg5 
18 @f3+ 1-0 Diemer-Freitag, Ger- 
many 1949. If Black wishes to try to 
put up some resistance then he must 
protect the rook. 

10 Wxa6 

The alternatives give White the 
chance to go astray: 

a) 10 Wxc7? Wxe3+ 11 Sbl 
Wor. 

b) 10 @xe7+? Dxc7 11 Wxe7 
Wxe3+ 12 Sbl Bc8? (12...Wb6!F4 
puts an abrupt stop toall the fun) 13 
Rb5+ Rd7 14 Wxc8# (1-0). 


c) 10 Wxe4 (the best of the bunch) 
10...2xe4 11 Bd4 and now: 

cl) 11...f5?! 12 a4 Bd8 13 “A 
c6 14 Bxa6cxb5 15 &xb5+ Hd7 16 
Bxa7 Df6 17 DeS f4 18 Ha8# (1-0) 
Tristram-Honsik, USA radio match 
1956. 

c2) 11..2d8 12 Df3 Bxd4 13 
Dfxd4 Db4 14 Dxc7+ Sd7 15 a3 
Sxc7 16 axb4 eS 17 DbS+ Hb8 
(17...8b7 18 24!) 18 2xa7+ Sb7 
19 c3++ Heinrich-Bergner, Corr 
1982. 

10... Rxdl 

Black argues that the best chance 
is to snatch White’s aggressive rook 
and defend. After 10...Wxe3+ 11 
bl White is poised for victory: 

a) 11...Qxd1? 12 We6+ Sd8 13 
Wxc7+ Se8 14 Dd6+! exd6 15 
&b5+ 1-0 Rittenhouse-Flatly, Corr. 

b) 11-.We5S 12 DB RFS 13 dal! 
(Soller) 13... Wxc2 (13...2d7 14 Wb7; 
13... Rxc2 14 xc7+ Wxe7 15 Bb5+; 
13...2d8 14 2c4 Wxc4 15 Wad4!; 
13..2b8 14 b4 Wxc2 15 Wa4t+) 14 
Wad! Bc8 15 Dxc7# (1-0). 

11 Oxdl Bd8+ 
“\g4 (D) 


This all seems very plausible for 
Black as the knight has a decisive 
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check on either e3 or f2, but as usual 
in this opening there is a tactical 
route out of the problem. 
13. Dd6+! exd6 
13..2.xd6? fails to 14 Wc8+ Bd8 
15 &b5+ ++, so Black is obliged to 
allow the king to be stranded in the 
middle of the board. 
14 2b5+ 
15 Dh3 
Sneiders frees the rook to make its 
presence felt on the open e-file. 
Black has insufficient time to con- 
struct a firm defence. 


$e7 


15. Wa4 
16 Zel+ De5 
17 We6 We4+?! 


Perhaps the losing move, though 
after 17..Wb6 18 Wd5!, the twin 
threats g5 and 2c4 are very awk- 
ward to meet as the black knight is 
pinned. 

18 cl {6 
19 4Sf4 of7 
20 Wd5+ ee7 
21 Rc4 Hes 
22 BxeS+ 1-0 


Game 24 
Snelders-Hilding 
Corr 1961-2 


1d4d52 e4dxe43 Dc3 A643 
exf3 5 Wxf3 Wxd4 6 2¢3 
6 .. We4 
It is generally accepted that this is 
the most promising square for 
Black’s queen. The idea is that White 
will find it harder to maintain the 
initiative when he must expend time 
avoiding a queen exchange. 


7 Wi2(D) 
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A reasonable way to challenge the 
correctness of White’s play. The 
threat is 8...b4 to limit White’s ac- 
tive piece play. Other moves are less 
incisive: 

a) 7...2e4?! (a surprisingly com- 
mon line that hardly bolsters Black’s 
development) 8 Axe4 Wxe4 9 0-0-0 
and now: 

al) 9.24? 10 Hd4! We6 
(10...WFS 11 Bf4!; 10...Wg6 11 
Rd3!) 11 2c4 Wg6 12 Qxf7+! 
Wxf7 13 2d8+ 1-0 Diemer-Portz, 
Lindau 1948. 

a2) 9...Wf5?! 10 DP c5 11 Rc4 
Re6 (11...04 12 Wd2!) 12 g4! Wxg4 
13 DxeS WES (13...WhS 14 Dxf7! 
Wxf7 15 Wxf7+ 2xf7 16 2xf7+ 
@xf7 17 Bd8 g6 18 Bfl+ ++) 14 
Wxf5 2xf5 15 Qxf7+ e7 16 Res# 
(1-0) Sneiders-Gonciarz, Corr 1969. 

a3) 9...Dc6 10 2d3 Wa4 11 a3 g6 
12 Df e6 13 Bhfl 2d7 14 Dd4+ 
Klop-Fiole, Corr 1978. 

b) 7...\/b4? 8 0-0-0! Dea 9 AdS 
WaS 10 Wel!++. 

c) 7..26 8 2d3 c6 9 h3 Wb4 10 
0-0-0 &g7 11 a3 WaS 12 Dge2 b5? 
(Klop-Vreugdenhil, Velp 1978) and 


now 13 @xb5! cxb5 14 Wf would 
have won. 

d) 7...Ac6 8 DP e6 9 0-0-0 (9 a3 
WhS 10 h3 2d6 11 0-0-0 Wa5 12 
AbS De5 13 Bxd6! Axf3 14 b4 Wad 
15 &xc7+ He7 16 Bd3 b6 18 Bc5+ 
1-0 Sneider-Johnson, Corr 1961) 
9...Wb4 10 Db5 2d6 11 a3 Wad 12 
Bxd6 cxd6 13 Dxd6+ SFB 14 Bc5 
g8 15 BbS Ad8 16 Bdl We7 17 
De8 Dxe8 18 Rxe8 f6 19 DeS h6 
20 26 b6 21 2d6 Wh7 22 2b8! 
2d7 23 Axd7 Bxb8 24 Axb8 Wxb8 
25 Wg3 Wc8 26 Wd6 Df7 27 We7 
Wf8 28 Wxe6 hS 29 Hd8 1-0 Degli- 
Eredi - Willstock, Corr 1987. 

8 a3 

In Prins-Schneider, Corr 1989, 
White chose to omit this usual pre- 
ventative move, whereupon Black 
managed to snuff out any compensa- 
tion: 8 2d3 2b4 9 De2 e4 (9...0-0 
10 0-0-0 @c6 11 h3 We6 12 Wh4 
S&e7 with some play for White on the 
kingside, Klop-Fiole, Corr 1978) 10 
Rc4 Re6 11 Bxe6 Wxeb 12 h3 Dd5 
13 0-0 2xc3 14 bxc3 Zc6 15 Rabl 
b6 16 2d4 0-0F. 

Gedult-Wassiliewsky, Paris 1970 
continued instead with the direct 8 
Re2. There followed 8...Wb4 
(8...We6 9 0-0-0 Dc6 10 AbS 2d6 
11 &xd6!++ Humphrey-Abrams, 
Corr 1963-4; 8...Wf5 intending 
... &.b4 is probably best) 9 0-0-0 2d6 
10 @b5 a6 11 a3 Wa5 12 b4 Wad 13 
Bxd6 cxd6 14 Dxd6+ He7 15 Bc5 
Od7 16 WES+ Sc7 17 Wxe5 Ac6 18 
b5++, winning. 


8 in De6 
9 AB 2d6 
10 000 


At the cost of two pawns White is 
better developed, has got a space ad- 
vantage, and the chance to create 
irritating threats against the exposed 
queen. Of course, Black is obliged to 
defend but the practical problems 
might be relieved by giving back 
some material. 


10 ... a6 
11 h3 We6 
12 g4 h6 . 


This is the normal method of try- 
ing to blunt the effectiveness of 
such a pawn storm, as Black cannot 
afford the time to regroup: 
12...We7?! 13 g5 Dg8 (13...2xa3 
14 gxf6 2xb2+ 15 Sxb2 Wh4+ 16 
cl Wxc3 17 fxg7 Bg8 18 Bgl++ 
14 Bxd6! Wxd6 (14...cxd6 15 
@d5!++) 15 Qc4 Reb 16 Bc5 
Wd7 17 Edl Wc8 18 2d3 Dge7 19 
h4 DF5 20 a4 Dd6 21 De4 RFS 22 
Dfd2 Rxe4 23 Dxed Web 24 
&xd6 0-0-0 (24...cxd6 25 &c4! d5 
26 &xd5 Wg6 27 Bxf7+) 25 Dc5! 
We8 26 2£5+ Sb8 27 Dxa6+ bxa6 
28 Wb6+ $a8 29 Wxa6+ a7 30 
&c5 1-0 Sneiders-Downes, Cor 
1961. 
13 g5 
14 @xg5 


hxg5S 
WfS (D) 
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15 Wel! 

White neatly side-steps the ques- 
tion of entering a poor ending to 
make way for $c4 and Xfl, which 
creates messy complications. 


5... Wd7 
16 2c4 &d8 
17 &fl We7 


Black’s qucen must move yet 
again in an attempt to mobilise the 
queenside and castle out of trouble. 

18 Dge4 f\xe4 
19 “xe4 £5?! 

In a difficult position Black un- 
wisely tries to dictate matters by 
forcing the knight to retreat. It is not 
clear what is the best way for Black 
to proceed 19..xh3 20 g5 and 
19...2xh3 20 Zhi fail to tactical 
tricks, whilst others are passive. For 
instance 19...0c6 20 2d5 is an im- 
provement but Black’s pieces are 
still congested, whilst 19...2d7 20 
Rg5 (6 21 2xf6! gxf6 21 DAxf6+, 
but 19...2e6 might be OK. 

20 Qg5! 

White seizes on Black’s new 
weaknesses to drop his pieces into 
key positions. 

Wd7 


20 ... 
21 De5 We6 (D) 
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22 WxeS+! 
A stunning move which decimates 


the enemy camp. The queen is taboo 
due to Bxd8#. 


22 2e6 
23. Wxg7 Eg8 
24 Wi6 Wrxc5 
25 Rxe6 Rxg5 
26 Bfel f4 


27 2f5+ 1-0 


Game 25 
Graler-Studer 
Liechtenstein 1992 


1 d4 d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 f3 

exf3 5 Wxf3 
Sis, e6 

Black declines the second pawn, 
preferring a set-up analogous to the 
Euwe Defence. Other moves have 
been tried: 

a) 5...c6 (D) is a viable alternative: 


al) 6 2d3 when play might pro- 
ceed: 

all) 6..Wixd4 7 2c3 We4 8 Wf2 
e59h3 WhS5 (9...Wb4 10 0-0-0 e4 11 
a3 We7 12 2c4 Re6 13 Rxe6 Wxeb 
14 Dge2 Re7 15 Dd4 We8 16 DFS 
g6 17 Dxe7 Sxe7 18 Res WES 19 


Rxf6+ Wxf6 20 Wc5+ Se8 21 Axes 
We7 22 46+! Wxf6 23 Zhel+ We6 
24 Wd6 1-0 Gedult-Kupiecky, Swit- 
zerland 1971) 10 @ge2 Rd6 11 
0-0-0 e4 12 Rxed Axed 13 Axes 
Re7 14 Df4 Was 15 Wg3 0-0 16 
3d5! (the startofan impressive com- 
bination) 16...cxd5 17 DhS g6 18 
Dhf6+ Rxf6 19 Dxf6+ Sg7 20 Wes 
Gh8 21 Lh6 Acé 22 Bg7+ bxg7 
23 De8++ Ph6 24 W4+ g5 25 Wi6+ 
@h5 264g7+ 1-0 Mabbs-L.Alexan- 
der, Cedars-Athenaeum 1961. 

al2) 6..2¢4 7 Wf2 e6 8 h3 (8 
ge2 Be79 Bes Dbd7 10 0-0 0-0 
11 Wh4 h6 12 &xh6 gxh6 13 Wxh6 
Ze8 14 Bf4 2f8 15 Bxg4+ 1-0 
Gegner-Goetz, Erlangen 1980) 
8...2h5 9 Age2 Abd7 10 0-0 Re7 
11 g4 Qg6 12 gS! WaS (12...2xd3 
13 gxf6 Qxe2 14 fxg7++) 13 gxf6 
gxf6 14 Df4 0-0-0 15 &d2 We5+ 16 
Shi Wh6 17 Wh2! Wh4 (17...2xd3 
18 Dxe6! 2d6 19 Rxh6 Bxh2 20 
@xd8 &xfl 21 Hxf7++) 18 Bgl f5 
19 b4 e5 20 bS! exf4 21 bxc6 Ab6 
22 cxb7+ G&xb7 23 Axf4 Bd6 24 
Rxd6 Bxd6 25 Wxd6 2hS 26 We3 
1-0 Honfi-Fiister, Hungarian Ch 
1950. 

a2) 6 2e3 p47 WE2 e6 8 h3 BhS5 
924 296 100-0-0.2d611 AB Ads 
(11...Abd7 is more prudent but the 
Israeli master underestimates 
White’s chances) 12 @xd5 cxd5 13 
&b5+ Dc6 144 h6 15 hS Bh7 16 
BeS5 RxeS 17 dxeS We7 18 Rd4 
0-07! 19 Rxc6 Wxc6 20 g5! Hac8 21 
Rc3 hxg5 22 h6 Wa4 23 hxg7 Bfd8 
248xh7! WE4+ (24...dxh7 25 Bhi+ 
Wh4 26 Bxh4+ gxh4 27 Wxf7++) 25 
Wxf4 gxf4 26 Bhd dxg7 27 Qb4 £5 


28 Bgl+ Sf7 29 Bh7+ 1-0 Gedult- 
Fleihlovitch, Vittel 1973. 

b) 5...g6 is a stern test of the vari- 
ation: 

bl) 6 &f4 and now: 

bl1) 6...c6 7 &d3 &g7 8 DAge2 
p49 Wf2 Dbd7 10h3 Reb 11 g4 
Db6 12 Re5 Bc4 13 0-0-0 Rxd3 14 
Bxd3 0-015 g5He8 16h4 RxeS 17 
dxe5 We7 18 Wh2 %c4 19h5 Wxe5 
20 Bg3 We7 21 Df4 e5 22 Dd3 
Bed6 23 Bh3 e4 24 hxg6 exd3 25 
Bxh7 Wxg6 26 cxd3 Bfd8 27 dxc4 
Axc4 28 Des SFB 29 We7 WES 30 
Bxf7+ Wxf7 31 Zh8+ 1-0 Sneiders- 
Green, Corr 1982. 

b12) 6...2g7 7 0-0-0 0-0 8 2d3 
4c6!? (8...Abd7 9 g4! c5 10h4 cxd4 
11 hS! dxc3 12 g5 cxb2+ 13 Sbl 
Ab6 14 gxf6 Rxf6 15 hxg6 a4 16 
gxf7+ 1-0 Diemer-Burger, Corr 
1950) 9 Dge2 Be4 10 WF2 Ab4 11 
&c4 c6 12h3 Rxe2 13 Dxe2 b5 14 
&b3 aS 15 Rd2 DbdS (Harding 
points out that 15..a4 16 &xf7+! 
Exf7 17 &xb4 Ad5 18 Wel Be3 19 
Ed3 &xg2? 20 Wg3 gives White 
good play) 16 “g3 a4 17 Sxd5 
Axd5 18 h4 (18 dbl!) 18...b4 19 
hS b3 20 cxb3 axb3 21 a3 Wb6 22 
e2 Bxa3 (22...c5!) 23 bxa3 Wa6 24 
bb2 (24 c3!) 24...Wd3 25 dal 
We2 0-1 Micklewaite-Harding, Corr 
1974-5. 

b2) 6 Re3 Bo7 (6..Dg47!7 REA 
Wxd4 8 Hdl!) 7h3!?(7 0-0-0 24 
8 Wxb7 &xd1 9 Wxa8 2g4 10 
Rb5+ +) 7...0-0 8 0-0-0 (8 Bc4 
@bd7 9 @ge2 c6 10 0-0 Abé6 11 
&b3 a5 12.04 Dbd5 13 Rf2 Re6 14 
4d1b5 15 c3 Wd7 16 Dcl 2F5 17 
g4 Re4 18 We3 Bh6! 19 De2 We7F 
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Diebert-Ready, Ohio 1989) 8...c6 9 
&c4 Dbd7 10 DAge2 WaS 11 g4.e5?! 
12 g5 He8 13 d5e4 14 WA2 DeS 15 
2b3 b6 16 dxc6 Axc6 17 Dxe4 
We5? 18 22c3 RF5 19 RF4 Was 20 
Bd5 Wb4 21 Dfo+! Qxf6 22 gxf6 
@xf6 23 Bxf5 gxf5 24 Bh6 He7 25 
Bgl+ Dg6é 26 Wxf5 Wc5 27 Bxg6+ 
1-0 Schiller-Laskowski, Islington 
1980. 

b3) 6h3 2g7 7 Re3 transposes to 
*b2’. 

c) 5...2c6 6 &bS5 2d7 7 Dge2 a6 
8 2a4b59 2b3e6(9...Ha5 10 AdS 
&xb3? 11 @xc7+!++) 10 0-0 Re7 
11 &f4 0-O 12 Hadi+ Purser-Riha, 
Corr 1978-80. 

6 2d3 

White’s plan with this move is 
generally to play ®ge2, 0-0 and aim 
for a rapid kingside attack. White 
may choose instead to deploy his 
queen’s bishop: 

a) 6 2f4 2d67 2g5 Dbd7 8 0-0-0 
0-09 2d3 c6 10 De4 Re7 11 h4 b6 
12 Dh3 2b7 13 Dxf6+ Rxf6 14 
We4 g6 15 Kdfl Bb8 16 Exf6! Dxf6 
17 Wf3 Sg7 18 Bfl Sg8 19 Rxf 
Wd5 20 Wf4 WhS 21 g4 1-0 Diemer- 
Ten Have, Amsterdam 1956. 

b) 6 Re3 and now: 

b1) 6...2b4 7 2d3 0-08 De2 2d7 
9 0-0 (9 0-0-0!7) 9...2c6 10 Wh3 
@bd7 11 Ef2 (White plans to double 
rooks and threaten to exchange on f6 
which would eliminate the defence 
of h7) 11...g6 12 afl Re7 13 Dg3 
e5 14 Dge4 Dxe4 15 Dxe4 f5 16 
2c4+ Ph8 17 Dc3 £4 18 d5 fxe3 19 
ExfB+ 2xfB 20 dxc6 bxc6 21 He4 
@b6 22 2d3 Dd5 23 g3 e224 Rxe2 
@e3 25 Bf7 &g7 26 Bd7 WEB 27 
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Dgs h6 28 “c6 Wb4 29 c3 We4 30 
Bxg7 Woi+ 31 Sf2 1-0 Harper- 
Davenport, Columbus 1989. 

b2) 6...2c7 7 Rd3 0-0 8 Age2 
4bd7 9 0-0 Bb8 10 He4 (10 Bf2!? 
intending Zaf] and Wh3 with attack- 
ing chances) 10...b6 11 @xf6+ @xf6 
12 Bf2 &2b7 13 Wh3 Red! 14 Dra 
&xd3 15 Axd3 Ad5 16 &d2(Harper- 
Jarrell, Columbus 1989) 16...2.f6!F. 

6 ... 2e7 

The critical continuation is 
6...Wxd4, although this is less awk- 
ward for White than 5...Wxd4 as the 
quecn’s bishop is now temporarily 
blocked out of the game. For exam- 
ple 7 &£4 c6 8 0-0-0 Wb6 9 Dge2 
Se7 10 g4!? with good play on the 
kingside. 

7 Dege2 0-0 
8 2f4 a6?! 

A typical mistake. This plausible 
move deters “\b5 while reserving the 
option of ...c5. However, this consti- 
tutes poor judgement as ...c5 is usu- 
ally difficult to execute as it opens 
the d-file for White’s rooks. A pos- 
sible remedy is 8...c6. 

9 0-0-0 
10 g4!(D) 


“bd7 


Ay: s . 


WNL 


‘ev 


bebo 
Ao 


Li: 


Such a bayonet attack should be- 
come a reflex reaction to practitio- 
ners of the Blackmar-Diemer 
Gambit. White’s king is safely 
tucked away onthe queenside and he 
has better development and a space 
advantage. Therefore it’s probably 
time for him to fling things towards 


Black’s king. 
10... c6 
ll g5 “\d5 
12 We4 


A necessary finesse which forces 
Black to compromise his pawn 
structure. 


12... 26 
13 h4 Ayxf4 
14 Axf4 Db6 


In a difficult position, Black at- 
tempts to lessen the tension with 
..@d5 and exchange one of the 
knights. A better defensive ploy is 
...4c8 and ...4f8 to defend h7, al- 
though f7 might then become a tar- 
get. 

15 Dce2 2d6 
16 Hdgl @d5 

17 DhS! (with this move White 
exploits the weakened dark squares 
and prepares to oust the knight 
from d5) 17...b5 (not 17...f5 18 
gxf6 xf6 19 Bxg6+! hxg6 20 
Wxg6+ @h8 21 Dxf6ott) 18 c4 
bxc4 19 2xc4 We7 (it is more im- 
portant to control f6, which sug- 
gests that 19...2c7 deserved 
preference) 20 “f6+ Dxf6 21 
gxf6 2b7 22 We3 Bfc8 23 h5c5 
24 hxg6 cxd4 25 gxf7++ G18 26 
Bg8+ Sxf7 27 Wxe6# (1-0) 


7 The Vienna Defence 


In 1955 the Austrian player Hans 
Miiller first recommended 4...2£5, 
which is consequently referred to as 
the Vienna Defence. It is based on 
the idea that pawn grabbing allows 
White a lead in development, so 
Black activates the bishop instead. 

The first two games illustrate 
what happens after the energetic 5 
g4. The dark side of the expansion 
is that the kingside is weakened 
and in the entertaining game Niel- 
sen-Andersen White discards three 
pawns to maintain the initiative af- 
ter 5...2g6 6 h4?!. A positional 
approach that maintains material 
equality is used by the renowned 
Dr. Tartakower against Si- 
monovich. 5...&2g6 6 g5 @d5 7 
&xe4 is fully discussed and the 
game is a model example of how to 
make maximum use of the space 
advantage. 

In the game Collas-Merstorf we 
discuss 5 fxe4 when Black follows 
the side-line 5...2xe4. White ac- 
cepts the advantage of the bishop 
pair and embarks ona typical attack- 
ing plan. 

The final game, however is the 
most important. It examines the cniti- 
cal line 5..2xe4 6 Wf which is 
considered the main line. The vari- 
ous themes are fully discussed in 
Engler-Unzicker. 


Game 26 
Nlelsen-D. Andersen 
Grend 1973 


1 d4.d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 413 
4 BFS (D) 


Black states his intention to play 

the Vienna Defence. 
5 24 

This enterprising attempt to bene- 
fit from the early bishop sortie can 
lead to the extremes of wild tactics 
or to a more positional game. Friedl 
memorably refers to it as the Black- 
marian Hara-Kiri Gambit. The main 
alternative 5 fxe4 is discussed later 
in the chapter. Others: 

a) 5 We2?! (a one-move trick is the 
main motivation behind this move) 
5...exf3? (5... Dc6!F) 6 Wb5+ 2d7 7 
Wxb7 f2+ 8 &xf2 &c6 9 2b5 
Wxd4+ 10 Yel 2xb5 11 DAxbS++ 
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Bucher-Baumgartner, Switzerland 
1963. 

b) 5 2£4 a6 (5...c6!) 6 ReS Dbd7 
7 &c4 exf3 8 DxfB Red 9 Rxf6 
Axf6 10 Wd3 2xf3 11 gxf3 e6 12 
0-0-0 2b4 13 Ded Dxe4 14 Wrxed 
c6 15 d5!+ Tejler-Hamis, Arlington 
1962. 

c) 5 25 and now: 

cl) 5...e3 6 Rc4 e6 7 Age2 Re7 8 
£4 Rxg49 2xf6 2xf3 100-0! 2xe2 
1] Rxe7 Rxdl 12 2xd8e2 13 Rxe2 
Rxe2 14 Dxe2 Sxd8 15 Bxf7 Bes 
16 Bafl “c6 17 Bxg7 De7 18 BfF7 
d7 19 Dg3 Had8 20 De4t+ Tar 
takower-Nora, Paris 1954. 

c2) 5...exf3 6 Wxf3 Wc8 7 &xf6 
exf6 8 0-0-0.c6 9 Hel+ Re6 10 Wg3 
g6 11 d5 exdS 12 AxdS Rh6+ 13 
bl Dc6 14 Wd6!++ Markwardt- 
Schweda, Germany 1964. 

c3) 5...g6 6 Wd2 e6 7 fxe4 2b4 
8 We3 Ded 9 Wd2 fs 10 We3 Aga 
11 WF4 Wxd4 12 De2 &xc3+ 13 
@xc3 h6 14 Wxg4 hxgsS 15 Wxg5 
®d7 16 2c2? (16 Wd2!?=) 
16..2xh2! 17 Bxh2 Wgl+ 18 Sf 
Wxh2 19 0-0-0 Wh6 gives Black a 
superior ending, although White 
eventually drew in Spassky-Filip, 
Amsterdam 1956. 

d) 5 &c4 is known as the Soller 
Attack. After S...e6 play might con- 
tinue: 

dl) 6 fxe4 Dxed 7 DAZ Qb4 
(7... Re7TF) 8 OO Bxc3 (8...Dxc3 9 
bxc3 &xc3 10 Ra3! Rxal 11 Wxal 
with some compensation as the black 
king is vulnerable) 9 bxc3 Axc3 10 
Wel De4 11 2a3 Dd7 12 d5! W6 
13 dxe6 fxe6 14 Hdl 0-0-0 15 Ad4 
We5 16 Ac6! We3 (16...bxc6 17 


Ra6+ Sb8 18 Bxd7 Bxd7 19 Whi+ 
with mate to follow) 17 Axd8 Wxc4 
18 DF7 Be8 19 Bxd7++ Seidel-Si- 
mons, Corr 1958-9. 

d2) 6g4Axg47 fxg4 Wh4+ 8 Sf 
Rxg4 9 Wd2 (9 Wel!?) 9...Ac6 10 
Wf2 (10 Axe4 Dxd4! 11 Wxd4 28 
12 Wf2 Hdi+ 13 dg2 Rh3+ 14 
@xh3 Wxe4+ FF) 10...Wxf2+ 11 
Sxf2 Dxd4 12 RF4 5 13h3 RhS 14 
AbS Bc5 15 Dxc7+ Sd7 16 b4 2b6 
17@xa8 Bxa8 18 Sf] DAxc2 19 Bel 
@xb4 20 Hh2 Dd5 21 Bd2 g5 22 
Rxg5 Bg8 23 Rxd5 exd5 24 Bg? f4 
25 Rxf4 Bf 26 De2 Re3 27 Bc7+ 
Se6 28 Bxh7 Rxe2+ 29 Sxe2 Rxf4 
30 Bxb7 Bc8 31 Hb2 d4 32 Bg4 d3+ 
33 Sf2 Bc2+ 0-1 Bellin-Bohm, 
London 1977. 

5... 

6 h4?! 

This move should have carned a 
government health waming when 
the game first appeared in /nforma- 
tor 17. The main line leads to the loss 
of three white pawns with wild com- 
plications, and yet the practical re- 
sults are encouraging. It certainly is 
tricky for Black to negotiate the van- 
ous traps that lie ahead but the lead 
in material is such that he should 
always be favourite to repel the at- 
tack. 6 £4 e6 7 Rg2 cS is in Black’s 
favour according to Euwe. The 
calmer 6 g5 is examined in the next 
two illustrative games. 

6 ... exf3 

Andersen accepts the challenge 
and enters the critical line. Instead: 

a) 6...h6 and now: 

al) 7hS 2h7 8 g5 hxg5 9 Rxgs 
4d7 10 Sg2 e37! (10...exf3!7) 11 


2g6 


We2 c6 12 0-0-0 Wa5 13 Wxe3 Ad5 
14 @xd5 cxd5 15 Sbl= Allen- 
Greeley, Kingsbridge 1990. 

a2) 7 Re3 6 8 a3 (8 Rp? 249 
Sf2 Bxc3 10 bxc3 exf3 11 Bxf3 
Me4+ 12 &g2 Dxc34 Gunderam- 
Borsdorff, Corr 1957) 8...exf3 9 
Wxf8 &xc2 10 Wxb7 Dbd7 11 g5 
hxg5 12 hxgS DhS 13 BS Bd6 14 
@ge2 Ye7F R.Larsen-Hurd, Corr 
1963-4. ’ 

a3) 7 Rp2 e6 8 fxed4 2b4 9 €5 
&xc3+ 10 bxc3 He4 11 De2 £6? 12 
Wd3 f5 13 Af4+ Nielsen-Frederik- 
sen, Denmark 1976. 

a4) 7 Dh3! c6 8 Df4 Wd6 9 Be3 
e5 10 Dxg6 fxg6 11 dxeS Wxe5 12 
£4 WaS 13 g5 hxg5 14 fxgS @d5 15 
We4! 4d7 (15...Wb4 16 0-0-0%xe3 
17 We6+ We7 18 Wxg6+ WE7 19 
Hd8+ ++) 16 Wxe4+ “e7 17 0-0-0 
0-0-0 18 &h3 DFS 19 hS Bxh5 20 
We6 2c5 21 Rf4 Bd4 22 Wxg6 
&xc3 23 bxc3 1-0 Elgstrand-Honfi, 
Corr 1959. 

b) 6...h5 7 g5 Dd5 8 Dxe4 e6 9 
&ge2 (9 Dh3 Dd7 10 c4 D5b6 11 
44 Diemer-Agstrom, Gothen- 
burg 1958) 9...%c6 10 c3 &e7 11 
@fa Dxf4 12 Rxf4t Mclntyre- 
S.Harmis, Rocky Mountain 1963. 

7 Wrxf3 (D) 

7 &xf3? fails completely to 
7...Oxg4. 

In the correspondence game 
Frings-Richter, White was success- 
ful with 7 hS, though Black’s play 
was rather shallow: 7...f2+ 
(7....Re4!F) 8 Sxf2 Des+7! 
(8...2e4) 9 He3 Dxc3 10 bxc3 Wd5 
11 hxg6! Wxhl 12 gxf7+ $d8 
(12...@xf7 13 DB Who+ 14 Sf2 
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Wd6 15 De5+Pe8 16 Wt) 1I ALB 
Wh6+ 14 g5 Wg6 15 2g2c6 16 Zbl 
Sc7 17 DeS Wxg5+ 18 Sf2 WFS+ 
19 Sg3 h5 20 WP Wxc2 21 Qf4! 
Wxb1 22 Dxc6+ Sb6 23 DAxb8 
Bxb8 24 2xb8 Wel+ 25 Sh3 Web+ 
26 Sh2 Wc8 27 Bf4 e6 28 c4 a6 29 
Wib3+ a7 305 1-0. 


Others: 

a) A familiar ploy to give the 
bishop an escape square was tried in 
Nielsen-Tronhjem, Denmark 1972: 
7...£h5. The most important response 
is then 8 g5 “g4 9 Wxb7 4d7 10 
&b5!, but White chose instead 10 
@d5 Bc8 11 Rf4e5 12dxe5 Re4 13 
Zh3 &c5 14 Rab Rxgl 15 e6 fxe6 
16 &xc7+ Wxc7 17 Wxe4 Wa5+ 18 
c3 Wxa6 19 Wg6+ Sd8 20 0-0-0 
@f2 21 Wxg7 Dxdl 22 Wxh8+ de7 
23 Wh7+ Ye8 24 WxhS+ dd8 25 
Wxd1 Wxa2 26 Hd3 Wal+ 27 Sc2 
Wa4+ 28 dbl Wxf4 29 Wxgl witha 
draw the eventual outcome. 

b) 7...xc2? 8 Wxb7 Dbd7 9 
Wg2++ Taylor-Troestler, Corr 
1986. 

c) 7..Wxd4? 8 Wxb7 2e4 
(8...De4 9 We8+ Wd8 10 Wxd8+ 
@xd8 11 &g2++) 9 We8+ Was 10 
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Wxd8+ @xd8 11 Dxc4 Axed 12 
&g2++ Niclsen-H.Christiansen, 
Denmark. 
8 h5 
9 Eh2 

9 We2 might be better, if only to 
try to reduce the material deficit: 
9... Wxd4 10 Wxc2 Wxg4 (10...Axg4 
11 DP WeS 12 Rf4 Dd7 13 We2 
Agfo 14 Bdl e6 15 Re3 WaS 16 
Bh4 2b4 17 Rd4 0-0-0 18 a3 Re7 
19 2f2 Dxh5 20 Ha4 WES 21 Bxa7 
&b8 22 Bxb7+ 1-0 Seidel-Brucstle, 
Corr 1958) 11 Wh2 Dbd7 12 4 
(Diemer-Van Eybergen, Corr 1957) 
and now 12...0xh5! would have rep- 
resented good value in the form of 
five pawns for the bishop. 

9 ... Wxd4 

The third pawn vanishes and the 
question remains whether Whitc’s 
open lines will provide sufficient at- 
tacking opportunities. 

10 Exc2 Wxgl 
11 Bg2 Wd4 (D) 

Niclsen now has to actively pur- 
sue the queen if the extra devclop- 
ment is going to count. 11...Wb6 12 
Re3 WaS 13 0-0-0 Dbd7 14 g5 
eS 15 Weg3 (Sawycr-Beardsley, 
Corr 1993-4) Sawyer pointed out 
that 15...0xh5 16 Wh3 g6 17 Xgd2 
e6 would have been very strong. 

12 23 Was 

Instead: 

a) 12...We5S 13 0-0-0 e6 14 2f4 
WaS 15 g5 Dd5 16 g6 ADxf4 17 
exf7+ Sxt7 18 Wxf4+ WES 19 Wc7+ 
Re7 20 2d3 a6 21 Bxg7+ 1-0 
Fludc-Wendall, Australia 1990. 

b) 12...Wd6 13 Bd2 We7 14 g5 
4d5 15 Bxd5 cxd5 16 Axd5 Wd8 17 


Rxe2 


Bcl Ac6 18 Bxc6! Hc8 (18...bxc6 
19 Df6+ exf6 20 Wxc6+ ++) 19 
Bxc8 Wxc8 20 265+ Sd8 21 Wxf7 
1-0 Flude-Stibal, Corr 1993. 


13. Bd2 Dbd7 
14 0-0-0 Wa5 
15 g5 Hec5 
16 We2 &fd7 
17 2f4 


White has managed to dismpt 
Black’s formation and is in a hurry 
to force further concessions by mo- 
lesting the knight on eS. 


17... e6 

18 Hel 6 

19 Qh3 0-0-0 
20 Rxe6 


There are only two pawns to go 
beforc material is level! In fact, Niel- 
sen has alrcady managed to creatc 
excellent chances thanks to the pin 
and control of the d-file. 


20 ... 2b4 
21) RxeS fxe5 
22 Hedi! 2xc3 
23 Xxd7 


The threat of discovered check 
condemns Andersen to abandoning 
the bishop and the game. 

23...xd7 24 Bxd7 &b8 25 bxc3 
Wxc3+ 26 Wce2 We3+ 27 Wd2 


We5+28 Sb2 Wh5+ 29 2b3 a5 30 
a4 Wfl 31 Wxa5 1-0 


Game 27 
Tartakower-Simonovich 
Paris 1954 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 Dc3 D6 4 £3 

2155 4 26 
6 g5 &d5 
7 Dxe4 : 

White has regained his pawn, but 
at the cost of incurring kingside 
weaknesses. The main attraction is 
that Black has been lured into unfa- 
miliar terntory, of which the world- 
class Dr. Tartakower takes advantage 
in exemplary fashion. It is still pos- 
sible to sacrifice a pawn with 7 fxe4, 
which is known as Kamper’s Gam- 
bit. After 7...2xc3 8 bxc3 Axc4 9 
4f3 Black has a variety of replies: 

a) 9...2c6 10 Rg2 g6 11 We2 RFS 
12 Bb] Hb8 13 De5 a5 (in the first 
ever game featuring the sacrifice it is 
understandable that Black goes 
astray) 14 Wb5+ c6 15 Dxc6 Axc6 
16 Rxc6+ Rd7 17 Rxd7+ Wxd7 18 
Wxd7+ &xd7 19 2f4++ Kampars- 
Day, Corr 1962. 

b) 9...e5? (opening up the position 
is suicidal) 10 &c4 cxd4 11 We2 
We7 12 0-0 dxc3 (12...Ad7 13 2a3 
&xf3 14 &xf7+ 1-0 Phillips-Hop- 
kins, Corr 1979) 13 &a3 cS 14 
&xf7+ d8 15 Badl+ Ad7 16 
&cl+ Tejler-Dravnieks, Corr 1964. 

c) 9...c5 10 &c4 e6 11 00 Ac6 12 
We2 2xf3 13 Wxf8 Wd7 14 2e3 
cxd4 15 cxd4 &xd4 (too greedy) 16 
Rxd4 Wxd4+ 17 Shi 0-0-0 18 
Zabl Hd7 19 a6! Wd5 20 Wxd5 
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exd5 21 Bxb7 Hxb7 22 Bxf7++ 
Rosenberg-Swaffield, Corr 1968-9. 

d) 9...e6 10 &2g2 and now: 

dl) 10..c5 11 We2 &xf3 
(11...2c6!7) 12 Wxf3 Dc6 13 0-0 
Wd7 14 Bbl Bc8 15 d5! exd5 16 
h3 1-0 Diebert-Ward, Ohio 1978. 

d2) 10...c6 11 Bb1 We7 12 We2 
Rx 13 2x Bd6 14 0-0 0-0 15 
Red Dd7 16 Rxh7+! Sxh7 17 
Whb5+ $g8 18 Hf3 f5 19 Bh3 Bfes 
20 g6 Sf8 21 Wh8+ de7 22 g5+ 
4)f6 23 Wxg7+ Sd8 24 2xf6+ Sc8 
25 Wxc7+ Sxc7 26 Sf2 1-0 Kam- 
pars-Kopmanis, Milwaukee 1970. 

d3) 10...2c7 11 0-0 0-0 12 h4= 
Morin-Kasa, Santa Ana 1989. 
Daas e6 
8 c4!? 

Tartakower removes the knight 
from the best square available and 
starts a campaign to restrict the 
movement of Black’s forces. 8 h4 is 
an interesting try: 

a) 8..2d79 a3 &xe47! (9...h5!7) 10 
fxe4)5b6 11 c4 2e7 12 b4 (a bizarre 
position where White has moved all of 
his pawns but none of his pieces) 
12...h6 13.c5 Ac8 14 D3 Strazdins- 
Evans, New England 1969. 

b) 8..2d6 9 hS Rxe4 10 dxe4 
Rg3+ 11 Sc2 AF4+ 12 SF3 Wxgs 
13 &e2++ Burger-Deupmann, Corr 
1964. 

c) 8...c6 9 h5 BFS 10c4 Rb4+ 11 
Sf2 Rxe4 12 fxed He7 13 DPB c5 
14.23 Ra5 15 Wa4+Ad7 16 dxcSt+ 
Sneiders-Burton, Corr 1960. 

Ba @e7 

Others: 

a) 8..0b6 9 2e3 D8d7 10 h4 
&b4+7! 11 Sf2 £5 (11...0-07 12 
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cS++) 12 gxf6 Dxf6 13 Dxf6+ Wxf6 
14 Sg5 WE7 155 h6 16 cxb6 hxg5 
17 Wa4+ with a large advantage to 
White, Kampars-Mangan, Milwau- 
kee 1957. 

b) 8..2b4+? 9 e2! (9 Rd2? 
Be3 10 Wa4+ bSH; 9 S27 Db6 10 
c5 Rxe4 11 fxe4 RxcStF demon- 
strates why the king must protect the 
queen) 9...4b6 10 cS @d5 11 a3 
Ra5 12 Wa4+ ++ Gedult-Gorfinkel, 
Vittel 1971. 


9 Dg3 Dbc6 
10 Se3 OS 
11 xfs Rxf5 
12 2h3 Rxh3 
13. Dxh3 Re7?! 


Miiller considered 13...2e7 to be 
correct when the knight can be 
posted on the superior f5-square. 


14 Wad Rb4+ 
15 oN 0-0 
16 Hadi 

16 cS is well met by 16...e5. 
16... Rd6 


The bishop is obliged to retreat in 
view of the threatened 17 c5, which 
would have trapped it. Now Black is 
gradually squeezed by White’s con- 
trol of space to the point where the 
only plan is to attack the heavily 
def ended d-pawn. 


17 c5 Re7 
18 Zhgl § Hb8 
19 Bea was 
20 }!f4 ws 


A daring ploy to use the queen 
more effectively, which has the 
drawback that White is already on 
the verge of cutting off the escape 
route if things go wrong. 

21 De2 Rbd8 


22 b4 a6 

23 Dc3 2d7 
24 h4 Efd8 
25 be2 218 
26 Wb3 De7 
27 He4 &d5 
28 Be2 &)xe3+ 


Black had to counter the threat of 
29 &cl followed by Ag3 and hS, 
trapping the queen. 


29 Wrxe3 Wad5 
30 &c3 ws 
31 Bd2 We6 
32 De2 


Tartakower now demonstrates 
fine technique by manoeuvring his 
pieces for the breakthrough on the 
queenside. Black has been robbed of 
sO many important squares that his 
defence is based on a wait and see 
policy, while the queen shuffles 
around the board. The rest of the 
game was rather unpleasant for Si- 
monovich: 32...Wf5 33 Hb2Wd5 34 
4c3 We6 35 a4 bS 36 axbS axb5 37 
Wd3 2b8 38 Ha2 W7 39 Hel c6 40 
Zeal Hbd8 41 Ha7 Wb8 42 Bxd7 
Bxd7 43 We4 g6 44 Ha6 Wad8 45 
De2 Rds 46 Exc6 &g7 47 a6 RB 
48 Eb6 h6 49 f4 hxg5 50 hxg5 &g7 
51 $g3 Rxd4 52 xd4 Bxd4 53 
WeS! Hd3+ 54 Sh4 We8 55 c6 Hd8 
56 c7 Hc8 57 Wd6 Gh7 58 Bbs g7 
59 Wa8 1-0. 


Game 28 
Collas-Merstorf 
France 1990 


1d4d5 2 e4 dxe43 Dc3 Af6 4 13 
R15 


5 fxe4 Rxe4!? 


It seems strange to give up the 
bishop pair voluntanly but Black is 
aiming to avoid the main line and 
considers the knight a more useful 
defensive piece. 


6 Dxe4 &xe4 (D) 


7 2d3 


This is now the accepted continu- 
ation. Diemer initially preferred 7 
We: 

a) 7...@d6 and now: 

al) 8 2f4 when Black can con- 
tinue: 

all) 8...Ac6 9 2d3 (9 Dh3 h6 10 
2d3 e6 11 0-0 Wd7 12 Bae! Re7 13 
We3 g5 14 Re5 0-0 15 Dxg5 hxgs 
16 Wh3 1-0 Diemer-Tretter, Rodal- 
ben 1936; 9...4xd4!?) 9..2xd4 10 
Wf2 4c6 11 0-0-0 a6 12 Hh3 h6 13 
Ehfl f6 14 2xd6 exd6 15 Rg6+ 
be7 16 Bfel+ DeS 17 Bxe5+! dxe5S 
18 Wc5+ Se6 19 Df4+ 1-0 Diemer- 
Keller, Villingen 1938. 

al2) 8..c6 9 2d3 (9 0-0-0!7) 
9...Wa5+ 10c3 @d7 11 De2 Wd5 12 
Wxd5! cxd5 13 &xd6 exd6 14 2b5 
0-0-0 15 &xd7+ Sxd7 (15...Bxd7 
16 @f4t) 16 0-0 f6 17 BFS dc6 
(17...&e6 18 Dg3+ followed by 19 
Zel+ gives White a slight plus) 18 
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@f4 Be8 19 Dxd5 a5 20 Df4 b6 21 
d5+ $c5? (21...@d7+) 22 De6+ 
c4 23 Bf4+ Sd3 24 B+ 1-0 
Stader-Appenzeller, Corr. 

a2) 8 2d3 e69 Dh3 Wh4+ 10 Df2 
Wxd4 11 23 Wb4+ 12 c3 Wxb2 13 
0-0 c6 14 Ded f5 15 Dc5 Dd7 16 
@xe6 DeS 17 Wg3 Dxd3 18 Ac7+ 
@d7 19 Dxa8 Wxe3 20 Rxa7t+ 
Eck-Schneider, Corr 1956. 

b) 7...Wixd4 8 c3 We5 9 2f4 Web 
10 0-0-0 Ad6 11 &xd6 Wxa2 12 
2b5+ c6 13 Rxb8 Bxb8 14 Wxc6+ 
1-0 Diemer-Garajev, Lindenberg 
1949. 

It is not entirely clear why this line 
is no longer popular although I sus- 
pect it is because people are suspi- 
cious of leaving the d-pawn 
vulnerable for so long. Another fac- 
tor is that Diemer also found spec- 
tacular success with the text, which 
made it more fashionable. 

eee “6 

Instead: 

a) 7...W/xd4?? is met by 8 &bS5+ 
which picks up the queen. 

b) 7...id5 8 DP e6 9 0-0 D6 10 
We2 Re7 11 Rf4c6 12 c4 Wd8 13 
Bad! 0-0 14 &bl Dbd7 15 De5 
Ab6 16 Dg4 Dxg4 17 Wxe4 Rf6 18 
eS Rxe5 19 dxe5 We7 20 Bd6 h6 
21 Bf6 Dxc4 22 Bxh6 1-0 Reh- 
Searles, Corr 1970. 

c) 7...€6 8 DF (8 De2!?; 8 Rxed? 
Wh4+) 8...2b4+ (8...f6 transposes 
to the main game) 9 c3 &xc3 10 bxc3 
&xc3 11 Rd2 Rxal 12Wxal 0-013 
Wh 1 Dc6 14 2c3 b6 15 Rxh7+Ph8 
16 Re4 Wd7 17 WbS 1-0 Friedl- 
Degner, Corr. 

d) 7...0d6 8 3 and now: 
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dl) 8...e6 9 0-0 &e7 10 De5 0-0 
11 &xh7+ Sxh7 12 WhS+ Sg8 13 
BP Df5 14 Bh3 Wxd4+ 15 Re3 1-0 
Diemer-Titz, Lindau 1949. 

d2) 8...Abd7 9 0-0 e6 (9...f6 10 
&g5 D7 11 WhS4+ Diemer-Titz, 
Lindau 1949) 10 Wel &c7 11 Be5 
0-0 12 Weg3 HDe8 13 Wh3 f5 14 4B 
@df6 153 g6 16 Ags Dg7 17 Wh6 
05 18 Rf4 Be8 19 ReS5 Rd6 20 Rxf6 
Wxf6 21 Wxh7+ $f8 22 Dedtt+ 
Hall-Rausch, Corr 1968-9. 

8 AB e6 
9 0-0 Re7 


9...c5?! fails to 10 2b5+ Dbd7 11 
BDe5 cxd4 12 Rxd7+ Dxd7 13 
Axf7tt. 

10 Wel (D) 


Collas borrows an idea from the 
Teichmann Defence: the Studier At- 
tack, which consists of We1l-h4 and 
the crude but effective plan of trying 
to give mate on h7. 

Instead 10 &p5 c6 11 Phi 0-012 
Wel Dbd7 13 Wh4 h6 14 Rxh6 
gxh6 15 Wxh6 Ze8 16 Ags Af8 17 
Bxf6 &xf6 18 &h7+ won in short 
order, in Gedult-Boquay, Paris 
1971. 

10 .. 0-0 
11 Wh4 &bd7 


12 Qg5 e8 
Black begins to take precautions 
against the threat to h7 by making 
room for ...@\bd7-f8. 
13, De5 


AB 


The onslaught has been success- 
ful, with Collas managing to bring 
every piece into the attack. Merstorf 
seeks to avoid a calamity by counter- 
attacking in the centre. 


16 .. c5 

17. dxc5 We7 
18 3h3 Anh5 
19 2xe7 Wxe7 
20 WN 


A new phase of the game begins. 
White has the advantage of a queen- 
side majority, which can be poten- 
tially converted to a passed pawn. 


20 .. zw 

21 b4 Zad8 
22 g4 Wes 
23 We3 Wxe3+ 
24 Bxe3 4nf6 

25 h3 


25 Bf2 Hd4 26 c3 Dxg4! unneces- 
sarily complicates matters for White. 


25 Ed2 
26 g5 Dds 
27 Hef3 


Even though the ending has been 
reached, Collas correctly seeks the 
attacking option rather than the meek 
27 Bb3. 

The game finished as follows: 
27...0xb4 28 Dxg6! Hfd8 29 Bxf7 
Zxc2 30 De7+ Gh7 31 B74 g6 32 
Exb4 28d2 33 Bf7+ Ph8 34 Eh4# 
(1-0) 


Game 29 
Engler-Unzicker 
Wangan sim 1968 


1 d4d5 2 c4 dxc4 3 Dc3 D6 4 £3 
15 5 fxe4 
ee @xe4 
6 Wf (D) 


This is considered the main line 
and certainly Black has to be more 
wary of various tactical nuances. 
Hodgson has such faith in the line 
that he claims ‘6 Wf3 puts the Vienna 
Defence more or less out of commis- 
sion’. 


6 ... “d6 
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The knight simultaneously de- 
fends b7 and the bishop. 6...Axc3 
has also been tested: 

a) 7 Wxf5?! e6? (that this natural 
move is a mistake is the only justifi- 
cation for White’s previous move; 
7...0d5=) 8 WF3 Wh4+ (8...0d5 9 
c4t++) 9 g3 We4+ 10 Re2! Wxf3 11 
2x Dds 12 c4 Db4 13 Bxb7 
Dc2+ 14 Sdl Dxal 15 Rxa8tt 
(Diemer). 

b) 7 bxc3 and now: 

bl) 7...2d7? 8 Wxb7 2c69 2b5 
Wd7 10 &xc6t+. 

b2) 7...e6 8 Wxb7 Dd7 9 2b5+. 

b3) 7...&.¢8 8 &c4 e6 9 Dh3 Re7 
10 0-0 0-0 11 Af4 c612 DhS Dd7 
13 Wg4 26 14 2h6 Be8 15 Wxe6!++ 
Diemer-Portz, Lindau 1948. 

b4) 7..2xc2 8 Wxb7 Bd7 9 
&b5t. 

b5) 7...\Wc8 and now: 

b51) 8 &c4 is the most promising 
option: 

b511)8...e6 9 Zb1 (9 Dh3 Rd6 10 
0-0 Ad7 11 Dgs 0-0 12 g4 Rg6 13 
h4z Diemer-Synave, Geneva 1956; 
9 De2 c6 10 0-0 Ad7 11 h4 Db6? 
12 Rd3++) 9...c6 10 g4 Rxc2 11 
Rb2 &g6 12 Bf2 f6 13 He2 AF7 14 
WES Re7 15 Rxe6 Rxe6 16 Bxe6 
f7 17 DB Wxe6+ 18 De5+ 1-0 
DiemerStehle, Scheveningen 1937. 

b512) &..2g6 9 Dh3 Dd7 (9...e6 
10 0-0 2e7 11 Bg5 Rxgs 12 Dxg5s 
0-0 13 &xe6!++ Berzzarins-Oster, 
USA 1963) 100-0e6 11 Df4 Df 12 
d5 (this pawn advance to open the 
position is a typical theme in this 
variation) 12...2c5+ 13 @hli e5 
(13...0-0 14 dxe6 @h8 15 Re3 Rxe3 
16 Wxe3 c6 17 Wh3 Wc7 18 Haelt 


94 The Vienna Defence 


Van der Wel-Greenberg, Corr 1962) 
14 Dxg6 fxg6 15 Bb5+ Hd8 16 
Rh6! 4 17 WE4 DhS 18 Bg5+ Le7 
19 Bxe7+ Sxe7 20 WeS+ Hd8 21 
2f7 1-0 Peilen-Koons, Corr 1988. 

b52) 8 &.d3 (White wishes to trade 
bishops in order to bolster the pawn 
centre and eradicate the best de- 
fender of f7) 8...2xd3 9 cxd3 g6 
(9...e6 10 Ah3+) 10 Dh3 Vg7 11 
0-0 0-0 12 a3! Ac6 13 Habl Hb8 
14 Dgs We8 15 Wed b6 16 Zbel 
R617 Wh4 Rxg5 18 Wxg5 f6 19 
Wd5+ Ef7 20 He6 1-0 Leisebein- 
Kneipp, Corr 1989. 

b53) 8 a3 We6+ (8...c69 RxfB 
&xf8 10 &c4 gives White reason- 
able chances, Evers-P.Cramling, 
Sweden sim 1987) 9 @d2 &c6 10 
&b5F Sawyer-Sansone, Corr 1991. 

b54) 8 Zb1 We6+?! (Black has no 
time to go pawn grabbing) 9 ®e2 
Red 10 We3 b6 11 Af4 Wxa2 12 
Bb2 Wal 13 &c4 2b7 140-0c6 15 
Za2 Wb! 16 &d2++ Dahlen-Al- 
fredsson, Stockholm 1963. 

7 Sf4 

The threat of 8 &2xd6 followed by 

Wxb7 or Wxf5 deserves respect. 
7 one e6 

The fact that a top German grand- 
master gave his approval to the text 
means that it has since been known 
as the Unzicker Variation. This is a 
critical moment for the opening; 
opinion is divided on how to pro- 
ceed: 

a) 7...Wd7? 8 &xd6 cxd6 9 2b5 
4\c6 10 dS 1-0 Diemer-Bamstedt, 
Konstanz 1948. 

b) 7...2d7? 8 &xd6cxd6 9 Wxb7 
Rc6 10 RbS BxbS 11 DxbS WaS+ 


12 b4 Wxb4+ 13 c3++ Diemer- 
Bamstedt, Wasserburg 1949. 

c) 7...087! 8 Bxd6 exd6 9 Bc4 
Wd7 10 0-0-0 intending 11 Zel+ 
Se7 12 Wxf7+ gives White an ex- 
cellent game, Allen-A.Richards, 
Taunton 1991. 

d) 7..0c6 8 &2xd6 (8 00-0!? 
should be considered) 8...Axd4 9 
Wxb7 and now: 

dl) 9..Qc2+ 10 Sf2 Dxal 
(10...exd6 11 &b5+ 2d7 12 We4+ 
Re7 13 Bxd7+ Sxd7 14 Wxe2++ 
Diemer) 11 ®@bS Hb8 12 Dxc7+ 
d7 13 &b5+ 1-0 Haralson-O’Mal- 
ley, Corr 1967. 

d2) 9...2b8 10 Wxa7 (10 Wxc7? 
@xc2+ 11 SF2 {11 Sd2 Wxd6+ FH} 
I1...exd6 12 &2b5+ BxbS 14 Dxb5 
Wxe7 15 @xc7+ Sd7FF) 
10...A0xc2+ 11 @f2 exd6 12 Rb5+ 
BxbS 13 @xbS Dxal 14 Dxc7+ 
be7 15 DdS+ (15 DB Dc2 16 Hdl 
intending Hd2-e2+ is hard to meet 
satisfactorily) 15...8e6? (after 
15...e8, 16 Qc7+ He7 is a perpet- 
ual check, while White may try 16 
43!7) 16 APB! Dc2 17 Wo7h6 18 
Bel+ Dxel 19 Ad4+ He5 20 Ac6+ 
1-0 Pendergast-Semko, Corr 1991-2. 

e) 7...WWc8 is a major alternative at 
this point. After 8 &xd6 cxd6 9 
Qb5+ Qd7 (9...Dc6 10 d5++) 10 
Dge2 Rxb5 11 DxbS (D) play 
might continue: 

el) 11...Wd7120-0(12c4 Dc6 13 
0-0 e6 14 Zael= Luppi-Kustrin, 
Corr 1993) and now: 

e11) 12...WxbS 13 Wxf7+ dd8 14 
Da Da6 15.04 We6 16 De6+ Sd7 
17 Hael Be8 18 WES 26 19 Wh3 g5 
20 dS 1-0 Seidel-Bosak, Corr 1961. 


e12) 12...e6 13 d5 eS 14.c4 a6 15 
&bc3 We7 16 De4 d7 17 b4 Bc8 
18 &2g3 g6 19 cS dxc5 20 bxcS 
&xc5 21 acl b6 22 d6! We6 23 
4\g5 Wxa2 24 Bf2 WaS 25 Wxf7+ 
$d8 26 Bxc5t+ Kaulich-Holze, 
Berlin 1963. 

e13) 12...f6 (the weak light 
squares d5 and e6 act as beacons for 
the white knights) 13 c4 Ac6 14 @f4 
a6 15 &c3 e5 16 Zael 0-0-0 17 
DfdS Sb8 18 Db6 WT 19 Dcd5 
&®xd4 20 Wce3 £521 b4 g5 22b5 &g7 
23 bxa6 bxa6 24 WaS a7 25 Dc8+ 
Bxc8 26 Wb6+ Ya8 27 Wxa6+ Wa7 
28 Db6+ Sb8 29 Dd7+ 4-4 
P.Thompson-Cross, Corr 1969. 

e2) 11...0c6 12 0-0 Ad8 
(12...f67! 13 c4 g6 14 Dxd6+ exd6 
15 Wxf6++ P.Thompson-Ivok, Corr 
1970) 13 Zael and now: 

e21) 13...a6? 14 @xd6+ exd6 15 
4\c3+ Sd7 16 Dd5 We6 17 WES+ 
He6 18 Wxf7+ 1-0 Hall-Olsen, Corr 
1969. 

22) 13...Wd7 14 Wd3 (14 Dec3!? 
c6 15 Dd5 Bc8 16 Dxa7 Bxc2! is 
less clear) 14...e6 (14...g6 allows the 
white knights to finish the game in 
style after 15 Df4 a6 16 Dd5 Deb 17 
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@bc7+ Dxc7 18 DF6+ 1-0 Focke- 
Muhlherr, Rastatt 1958) 15 Df4 2e7 
16 c4 0-0 17 Wh3 Bc8 18 b3 a6 19 
Ac3 216 20 Dfe2 Dc6 21 Bxf6 
gxf6 22 Ded Yg7 (22...We7 23 
Wh6t+t) 23 Wg3+ @h8 24 Axfo 
We7 25 Wh4 1-0 Grott-W.Schiller, 
1988. 

e3) 11...a6 12 0-0 axbS 13 Wxf7+ 
d7 14 Df4 Wed 15 d5 Wd4+ 16 
hi Wf6 17 De6 Wxf7 18 Bxf7 
Sawyer-Campbell, Corr 1989. Now 
instead of 18...2a6, which allowed 
White to win easily with 19 Hafl, 
18...2c6! would have left Black 
with an equal game. 

8 0-0-0 

Black can free his pieces after 8 
Rxd6 2xd6 9 Wxb7 Hd7 10 0-0-0 
0-0. 

8... @d7 

Instead: 

a) 8...Wd7 9 g4 e5? 10 gxf5 exf4 
11 Bel+ Se7 12 f6 1-0 Stader- 
Kaulich, Corr 1955. 

b) 8...2€7 9 g4 2p6 and now: 

bl) 10 h4 h5 (10...2xh4 11 &xd6 
cxd6 12 Wxb7 2g5+ 13 &b1 Dd7 
14 £3 Bb8 15 Wxa7t Kavlich- 
Frolich, Berlin 1971) 11 &d3 hxg4 
12 Wxg4 &xd3 13 Bxd3 g5 14 Re5S 
Bxh4 15 Bxh4 gxh4 16 d5+ Rowan- 
Daniels, Dayton 1985. 

b2) 10 We3 0-0(10...h5 11 d5 e5 
12 Bxe5 hxg4 13 &xg7+ Wagner) 
11 h4 f5 125 @£7 13 g5 Ded 14 g6 
hxg6 1Shxg6 Rxg6 16 OF 26 17 
Sc4 Wes 18 Dxed4 fxed 19 De5 VES 
20 dg! @d7 21 Wg3 Bf7 22 Bhs 
1-0 Borsdorff-Blass, Corr 1955. 

c) 8...c6 (D) is the main alterna- 
tive: 


96 The Vienna Defence 


cl) 9 d5 cxd5 10 Axd5 Red 11 
We3 exd5 12 Exd5 f5 13 Rb5+ Dc6 
14 DPB Re7 15 Bxd6 Rxd6 16 Bdl 
0-0 17 Exd6 Wa5S 18 &c4+ Gh8 19 
@g5 h6 20 b4 Wxb4 21 Bxh6+ gxh6 
22 Wd4+ xd4 23 &e5+ 1-0. The 
normal reference at this point is Dic- 
mer-Anon, sim 1955. In fact, the 
great man himself in his book has 
revealed that it is a composed game. 

c2) 9 2d3 2xd3 10 Bxd3 Ad7 11 
@h3 Wa5 125! cxd5 13 Axd5 exd5 
14 BxdS Wxa2 15 Zel+ @d8 16 
2xd6 2xd6 17 Bxd6 Wal+ 18 Hd2 
Wa5+ 19 c3 Wc7 20 Wd5 h6 21 Sc2 
Be8 22 Hdl Be7 23 DAfa Hes 24 
@hS f6 25 Wg8+ DfB 26 Exf6 1-0 
Kaulich-Konopka, Corr 1959. 

c3) 9 p4 296 10 We3 is known as 
the Strobel Attack. The immediate 
threat is dS so play may continue 
10...2e7 11 Ds: 

c31) 11...hS 12 d5 exdS 13 Axd5 
cxd5 14 BxdS Wc8 15 Ad4 Be4 16 
&b5+ Dc6 17 gxhS Rh7 18 Hes f5 
19 Bg5 Sf8 20 Bxe7+ Dxe7 21 
Bgl Bg8 22 Wa3 1-0 Wickens- 
Jones, Corr 1964. 

32) 11...218 12 De5 Dd7 13 h4 
@f6 14 hS Red 15 Dxed Dfxed 16 
2d3 Of6 17 c4 h6 18 Bdfl Bc8 19 


c5 @de8 20 Axf7! Sxf7 21 Rg6+ 
$f8 22 Wxe6++ Lynn-Haase, New 
Zealand 1972. 

c33) 11..0-0 12 DeS We8 
(12...8h8 13 h4 hS 14 Dxg6+ fxg6 
15 &d3 hxg6 16 hS g5 17h6 DS 18 
hxg7++ &xg7 19 Wxe6 1-0 Lynn- 
Sutton, New Zealand 1972) 13 h4 f6 
14 @xg6 hxg6 15 &d3 f5 16 Hdgl 
eB 17 Bc4 We7 18hS g5 19 Rxc7 
Wxc7 20 Wxe6+ @h8 21 h6 Wd6 22 
exfS Wxe6 23 Rxe6 2f6 24 Ded 
Rxd4 25 hxg7+ S&xg7 26 Bxgs# 
(1-0) Witte-Hendriksen, Corr. 

c34) 11..0d7 12 dS cxd5 
(12..W#b6 13 Wxb6 Dxb6 14 dxc6 
0-0-0 15 c7 Bd7 16 &b5 Dxb5 17 
xb5 Hd5 18 &xa7+ $d7 19 DeS+ 
1-0 Hall-Boyce, Bognor Regis 
1964) 13 @xd5 exd5 14 &xd6 Re4 
15 2xe7 Wxe7 16 &bS Bc8 
(16...0-0 17 Bxd5 Bac8 18 Bxd7 
Bxc2+ 19 Sdl Bd8 20 DeS Bxd7 
21 Dxd7 Wd6+ 22 2d3 Wxd3 23 
Wxd3 &xd3 24 DeS Red 25 Hel 
1-0 Diemer-Grosser, Germany 
1957) 17c3 Rxf3 18 Rxd7+ Sxd7 
19 Wxf3 Hcd8 20 Bxd5+ Hc8 21 
Bf5 £6 22 g5 We6 23 gxf6 gxf6 24 
Wif4 Hd6 25 Bfl Bf8 26 Bc5+ Bc6 
27 Bxc6+ bxc6 28 Wd4 Bf7 29 b3 £5 
30 Wf4 Wf6 31 Sc2 We7 32 We4 
@b7 with a slight advantage to 
White due to Black’s scattered 
pawns, Diemer-Heidenfeld, Hast- 
ings 1957/8. 

9 g4 
10 We3 

Engler follows the cxample of the 
note ‘c3’ to Black’s eighth move and 
adopts the same plan as the Strobel 
Attack. White’s pieces are ready to 


Rg6 


make use of their extra freedom to 
manoeuvre by beginning action on 
the kingside. White’s plan also in- 
volves advancing the g- and h- 
pawns. As for Black, his minor 
pieces are at the moment lacking any 
significant influence on the game, 
and if he does not act rapidly to cre- 
ate counterplay, then White will dic- 
tate the result. 
10 ... Re7. 
ll Of 0-0 
Unzicker makes a brave decision 
to castle into the storm. In a later 
game Strobel-Unzicker, Graz 1970, 
Black gave up a pawn to slow down 
the onslaught, but this was only a 
limited success: 11...16 12 Wxe6 
Rf7 13 We3 0-0 14 h4 Ab6 15 d5 
Be8i. 
12 h4 hS 
13° He5 h7 
Black has little choice but to allow 
the g-file to be opened up to White’s 
benefit in view of 13...hxg4? 14 
“xg6 fxg6 15 Wxe6+ and 
13...2xe5? 14 dxe5, which pins the 
knight. 
14 gxh5 
15 Wel 
16 &gé6! (D) 
A wonderful move which enables 
White to clinch victory. 


‘5 
Rxh4 
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16 .. fxg6 
17 hxg6 xg6 
18 Wxg6 wre 
19 We4 Dh6 


Black makes a desperate attempt 
to solve the problem of the bishop 
and its ever-diminishing escape 
routes. 


20 &xh6 Wxh6+ 
21 Sb Bra 

22 Wh3 ZafB 
23 2c4 Bsf6 
24 De2 Re4 

25 2d3 


This is a good example of over- 
loading — the rook is tied to the de- 
fence of h4, and Black must now 
suffer the consequences. 

Rxe2 
418? 
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Black has reasonable way to de- 
cline the gambit in 4...e3, which is 
named after one of Diemer’s oppo- 
nents. It presents White with few 
problems — it is certainly no refuta- 
tion of the gambit — and White has a 
choice of attacking systems. 

This defence is frequently used by 
Black as a way to try to avoid the 
complexities of the main lines, and 
in practice the game generally enters 
unknown territory. Therefore the 
better player should come out on top, 
but White’s head-start should not be 
underestimated. In return for the loss 
of time Black has suffered, White 
has the slight inconvenience that f3 
is no longer available for the king’s 
knight, but on the other hand, the 
f3-pawn can be used to support the 
pawn advance g4 followed by h4. 

In the game Welling-Pieterse we 
discuss 5 &xe3 S&f5. The active 
black bishop can be a liability, espe- 
cially when White can use f3 to sup- 
port a pawn storm on the kingside. 

A common idea is to have a set-up 
similar to the Euwe Defence — this is 
examined in Hommeles-Ligterink. 
The alternative 5...g6 is also cov- 
ered, with reference to positions that 
can arise from a Pirc. 


Game 30 
Welling-Pieterse 
Netherlands 1983 


14 d5 2 e4 dxc4 3 \c3 D6 4 £3 


This method of declining the pawn 
characterizes the Langeheinecke 
Defence. 

5 Rxe3 S2f5 

A popular reply, activating the 
bishop. In tournament play White 
has a big success rate due to the ease 
with which the bishop can be 
hounded with g4 and h4-h5. The 
main alternatives 5...e6 and 5...g6 
are examined in the next illustrative 
game. 

5...c6 is a useful move, giving the 
game a Caro-Kann structure. Play 
tends to transpose into other lines, 
but independent play can be im- 
posed: 

a) 6 2c4 and now: 

al) 6...g6 transposes to note ‘a’ to 
Black’s fifth move in the main game 
Richter-Mendau — Roos. 

a2) 6...4)d5!? 7 2d2 (7 @xd5 
cxd5 8 2.d3 intending Wd2, He2 and 
0-0 gives equal chances) 7...2¢e6 
(7...Db6 8 2b3 Wxd4 9 Dge2 is 


unclear but probably good for Black 
as White has no open f-file) 8 Axd5 
cxd5 9 2d3 %c6 10c3 Wd7 11 Wo! 
g6 12 De2 RS 13 RxfS Wxf5 14 
WxfS gxf5 15 Dg3= Motta-Novak, 
Montana 1991. 

a3) 6...c6 (it looks wrong to lock 
in the queen’s bishop) and now: 

a31) 7 £4 Dbd7 8 DB Db6 9 2b3 
&b4 10 0-0 &xc3 11 bxc3 DAbd5= 
Goddard-Walrath, Corr 1964. 

a32) 7 Wd2 2e7 8 Dge2 2d7 9 
Be4 0-0 10 2d3 Re8 11 0-0 Dbd7 
12.c4 Dxe4 13 fxedc5 14 d5 eS 15 
“Df4 Dxd3 16 Wxd3 b6 17 Badit 
Colon-Ewald, Corr 1983-6. 

a33) 7 Dge2 Dbd7 8 Wd2 2e7 9 
0-0 0-0 10 @hi b6 11 f4 Ad5 12 
@xd5 exd5 13 &d3 D6 14 Dg3 
Be8 15 Bael Dg4 16 Rgl Rd7 17 
h3 ®f6 18 c3 We7 19 We2+ Talon- 
De Jonge, Belgium 1993. 

b) 6 2d3 and now: 

bl) 6...Qbd7 7 f4!2 Db6 8 DB 
@bd59 2d2 2g4= Tejler-Walrath, 
Corr 1964. 

b2) 6...e6 7 Wd2 2b4 8 Age2 Ad5 
9 RF2 Dd7 100-00-0 11 a3 Re7 12 
hl D7f6 13 Des Dd7 14 c4 D5 f6 
15 Bad] b6 16 2b1 2b7 17 We2 g6 
18 2e3 Wce8 19 Bh6 Bd8 20 We3 
@e8 21 Bfel Ddf6 22 A2g3 c5 23 
d5! @xe4 24 @xe4 exdS 25 cxd5 
Bxd5 26 Bxd5 &xd5 27 Dd6 1-0 
Hommeless-Plomp, Corr 1993. 

6 c4 

This sensible move targets f7. In 
general it is only a matter of time 
before White plays g4 and h4, push- 
ing the bishop back to g6, and induc- 
ing ...h6 to provide an escape square. 
This weakens invites the manoeuvre 
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4\ge2-f4, threatening ®xg6, and 
forcing a further weakening of 
Black’s position. 

Instead: 

a) 6 Dge2 h6 7 Dg3 Lh7 8 2d3 
c6 9 Dged4 e6 10 We2 Dbd7 11 0-0-0 
Rc7 12 Ac5 Rxd3 13 Bxd3 We7 14 
3e4 Dd5 15 Bb3 xc 16 dxc5S 
0-0 17 g3 bS 18 cxb6 axb6 19 a3 
@xe3 20 Wxe3 c5 21 Bd! Bfd8 22 
Bbd3 Bxd3 23 Wxd3 Had 24 Sbi 
@f8 25 Wd2 Ba8= Goddard- 
Ikauniks, Cort 1964. 

b) 6 2d3 gives White less flexibil- 
ity: 
bl) 6...2xd3 7 Wxd3 g6 8 0-0-0 
&g7 9 Wd2 h6 10 Age2 Dbd7 11 
Sb1 eS 12 d5 g57! 13 Dg3 0-0 14 
@f5 Dh7 15 h4 f6 16 g4 Db6 17 
Wd3 Wd7 18 hxg5 hxgS 19 Bxh7 
@xh7 20 He7+ f5 21 Bhi+ Lh6 22 
4&xf5 1-0 Gedult-Mazzoni, Paris 
1965. 

b2) 6.2.6 7 Dge2 (7 h4 6 8 g4 
e6 9 hS &xd3 10 Wxd3 Dbd7 11 
®ge2 Db6 12 0-0-0 Kotek-Ofen- 
schuessel, Corr 1955) 7...e6 and 
now: 

b21) 8 Rxg6 hxg6 9 Wd3 Dcb 10 
a3 2d6 11 0-0-0 We7 12 Db5 0-0-0 
13 Dxd6+ Wxd6 14 Rf4 Wd7 15 
Rg5 De7 16 g4 Web 17 Dc3 Bh3 18 
Rxf6 gxf6 19 Wed Bxf3? 20 d5++ 
Mingos-Shamkovich, Bradford sim 
1985. 

b22) 8 0-0 c6 (8...2e7 9 Ded 
@bd7 104 0-0 11 Af c6 12 Dxgé 
hxg6 13 Wce2= Klop-Fournier, Re- 
ims 1994) 9 a3 @bd7 10 @h1 2e7 
11 Dg3 We7 12 Rgl Bd8 13 We2 
Rxd3 14 Wxd3 0-0 15 Dce4 a6 16 
We2 WaS 17 2e3 Wh5 18 c4 Wb3 
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(the queen is close to getting 
trapped) 19 Bfb1 bS 20 4)d2 We2 21 
@ge4 cS 22 Hcl Wxb2 23 abl 
Wxa3 24 Hal Wb2 “A-% 
Gy.Meszaros-Relange, Geneva 
1993. 

c) 6 g4 26 and now: 

cl) 7h4d hS 8 g5 “dS 9 Dxd5 
Wxd5 10 Dh3 Rxc2 11 Wxe2 Wx 
12 Rgl e6 (12...Wxhl 13 &g2++) 
13 a3++ Van Dik-Haase, New Zea- 
land 1958. 

c2) 7 gS (the original game in this 
variation) 7...0d5 8 @xd5 Wxd5 9 
c4 Wd7 10 He2 e6 11 Rg2 Rb4+ 12 
Sf2 Dc6 13 Wb3 Bc7 14 £4 Db4 15 
a3 %c2 16 Wxb7 0-0 17 &c6 Habs 
18 Wxb8 Wxc6 19 WbS We4 20 WeS 
f6 21 Wxe4 &xe4 22 gxf6 Exf6 23 
Ac3 Rxhl 24 Exh! g5 25 Bgl Sf7 
26 Bxg5 Bh6 27 Bg? Bh3 28 Adit 
Diemer-Langeheinecke, Corr 1940. 

c3) 7 Dge2 e6 and now: 

c31) 8 h4 h6 9 @f4 Qh7 10 g5 
@d5 11 DcxdS exdS 12 g6 fxg6 
(12...2g8 13 &h3+ Szentra- 
P.Wemner, Bad Lauterberg 1980; af- 
ter 12... 2xg6 13 Dxg6 fxg6 14 2d3 
Wd6 15 Bgl gS 16 hxgS @d7 17 
gxh6 0-0-0 18 Wd2! the pair of bish- 
ops give White an edge) 13 &d3 
Wd6 14 hS g5 15 Dg6 Rxg6 16 
&xg6+ d8 (the fact that Black has 
forfeited the right to castle is suffi- 
cient compensation) 17 Wd2 Wg3+ 
18 Se2 g4 19 Bhfl Wh2+ 20 Bf2 
gxf3+ 21 d3 Wd6 22 c3 Ad7 23 
Ex Df6 24 Rf4 We6 25 Bel Bb4 
26 Bc2 (26 cxb4?? Wicd+ 27 Se3 
Dg4#) 26...b5 27 Sb1 Ad6 28 ReS 
Sc8 29 Rxf6 gxf6 30 Bxf6+ Hall- 
O’Brien, England 1983. 


c32) 8 DF4 2d6 9 h4 Rxf4 10 
Rxf4h5 11 g5 Ad5 12 Axd5 Wxd5 
13 Wd2 0-0 14 c4 Wd7 15 &2h3 c6 
16 0-0 a6 17 Bf2 @c7 18 Hel bS 
19 b3 Had8 20 Re5 De8 21 c5 Wc7 
22 f4 ®d5 23 Rd6 Bfe8 24 Bfe2 
Hc7? 25 Bxc6++ Pape-Berg, Den- 
mark sim 1986. 

6 


-_ c6 
7 Dge2 (D) 


Others: 

a) 7...8€7 8 Wd2 Abd7 9 0-0-0 c6 
104 Rg6 11 hd hS 12 D4 DEB 13 
Dxg6 Dxg6 14 g5 DdS 15 Axd5 
exd5 16 2d3 Wd6 17 Hdel “f8 18 
Rf4 Wd7 19 Be5 Heb 20 f4 f6 21 
2 f5++ Dries-Sammelius, Schiedam 
1957. 

b) 7...2bd7 and now: 

bl) 8Hg3 2g69 f4.c6 100-0 Ab6 
11 2b3 DbdS 12 AxdS Dxd5 13 
We2 We7 14 Hael 0-0-0 15 2d2 
Wd7 16 a3 h5 17.4 4c7 18 2e3 h4 
19 Dhl Sbs 20 Af2 Be7 21 Ha3 
Rxd3 22 Wxd3 h3 23 g3 Rf6 24 
2d 1= Diebert-Weaver, Ohio 1987. 

b2) 8 g4 2 g69 hd h6 (9...Db6 10 
2b3 hS 11 Df4 Rh7 12 We2 gives 
White a slight advantage due to the 


threat of 13 @®xh5 @xh5 14 Wbh5+! 
Grosser-Hartmann, Wernigerode 
1949) 10 Af4 Bh7 11 We2 Abé6 12 
2b3 2b4? 13 Wb5+ 1-0 Mantia- 
Driver, Dayton 1990. 
8 24 

The most ambitious approach. 8 
4g3 is a solid alternative, after 
which White aims to build up his 
forces gradually on the kingside. The 
game Diebert-Feinstein, USA 1987, 
continued 8...2¢6 9 0-0 2e7 10 f4 
Wce8 11 We2 0-0 12 Bael 2d6 13 
2b3 We7 14 WH Dbd7 15 Dce4 
Axe4 16 Dxe4 Bxe4 17 Wxe4 Df6 
18 Wf3 Had8 19 c3 c5 20 Bhi b6 
21 Wh3 Bd5 22 f5 c4 23 Bc2 
4xe3 24 Bxc3 exf5 25 Wxf5 g6 26 
Wf6 Bde8 27 Bfel Bxe3 28 Bxe3 
Rxh2 29 2a4 W4 30 Wxf4 2x4 
A-lA. 


8... 296 

9 h4 h6é 
10 Df4 &h7 
11 g5(D) 


White can also maintain the ten- 
sion with 11 We2. For example: 

a) 11...Qbd7 12 0-0-0 We7? 13 
Rxe6! fxe6 14 Dxe6 WaS 15 2f4 
f7 16 Dc7 gS 17 hxgs hxg5 18 
BhS! 2h6(18...xh5 19 We6+ Hg7 
20 Wxd7+ Sg8 21 We6+ Sg7 22 
&e5+ winning) 19 Bxh6 gxf4 20 
@xa8 Bxa8 21 Wh2 1-0 Hergert- 
Neues, Corr 1985. 

b) 11...2d6 12 0-0-0 We7 13 g5 
Rxf4 14 Qxf4 DhS 15 Qxb8 Bxbs 
16 gxh6 Bd8 (16...gxh6 17 WeS! 
threatens three pieces) 17 hxg7 Zg8 
18 Bdgl Bxd4 19 WeS Bxc4 20 
WxhS Bxc3 21 Wxh7 1-0 Diebert- 
Ginsburg, USA 1988. 
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. @d5 

If 11...hxg5 Welling demonstrated 
in his analysis that White can gain a 
colossal amount of material for his 
queen: 12 hxgS &xc2 13 Hxh8 
Rxdl 14 gxf6 Wxf6 15 Ded We7 16 


Bxdl Wb4+ 17 Of2 Wxb2+ 
(17... Wxc4 18 2d6+) 18 Hd2 Wb4 
19 Sxe6++. The sacrifice is cer 
tainly impressive, and Raoof-Hyde, 
Cort 1984 even managed to improve 
with 16 d5! when the threat of 2c5 
brings the game to an abrupt halt. 


12 &xd5 exd5S 
13 on Re7 
14 Wad2! a6 
15 Dh5 


Since it will be quite a while before 
Black is ready to castle queenside, 
White pounces on the kingside 
weaknesses in an effort to catch the 
king in the centre. 


15... Ops 
16 gxh6 gxh6 
17 Qxh6 = @xhd+ 
18 Sf Be7 
19 Wh2 aps? 


Black is struggling even after the 
superior 19...2e7 20 Dg7+ Sd7 21 
Wh3+ De6 22 Bel+. 


20 We5+ Deb 
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There is little choice in view of 
20...2e7 21 Df6# and 20...We7 21 


&xg5 followed by Df6+. 

21 Dg7+ Exg7 
22 &xp7 2g8 
23 2h6 26 
24 We3 d7 
25 Re3 Wh6 
26 dl Rxd4 
27 Sxd4 Wrxd4 
28 We4 


The slight activity of the black 
queen is easily dealt with by Well- 
ing, who repeatedly offers to enter a 
winning ending. 


28 Wes 
29 3 c7 
30 Af Be8 
31 Rel wre 
32 Eh5 b6 
33 Ws We7 
34 Des $b7 
35 Wf6 wr 
36 EBh8 WeS 
37 Uxg8 We4+ 
38 del We5+ 
39 hi 1-0 
Black lost on time. 
Game 31 


Hommeles-Ligterink 
Netherlands Inter-club 1992 


1 d4 d5 

2 e4 dxe4 
3 Bc3 4nf6 
4 f3 e3 

5 Rxe3 e6 


This is a sound continuation. 
Black aims to castle kingside 
quickly, and will then decide 
whether toattack the centre with...c5 


orsimply carry on developing witha 
queenside fianchetto. 

Black’s alternative set-up involves 
a king’s fianchetto. This can lead to 
play similar to lines of the Pirc. Play- 
ers who do not have the Pirc in their 
repertoire may find this disorientat- 
ing. The main difference is that f3 is 
not available for the knight, which 
rules out a number of positional 
lines. Nevertheless, this should not 
trouble White; I would recommend 
the straightforward attacking plan of 
Wd2, 0-0-0, 2h6 and h4. It is a dan- 
gerous idea borrowed from the Pirc. 
For example: | e4 d6 2 d4 ®f6 3 4c3 
g6 4 e3 2p7 5 f3 c6 6 Wd2 0-07 
Rh6 WaS (7...Dbd7 8 h4 bS 9 hS 
@xh5 10 BxhS! gxh5 11 Wg5++) 8 
h4 bS 9 &xg7 Sxg7 10 hS b4 11 
hxg6 fxg6 12 Dce2 Bf7 13 Dh3 
Rxh3 14 Bxh3 Dbd7 15 D4 with 
excellent attacking chances, 
Gliksman-Angelov, Varna 1976. 

After 5...g6 White has a vanety of 
replies: 

a) 6 g4 is premature: 6...2g7 7 h4 
@d5 8 Dxd5 Wxd5 9 c4 WaS+ 10 
Rd2 Wh6 11 2c3 We6+ 12 SRF 
Diemer-Grosser, Sachsen 1957. 

b) 6 &c4 2g7 7 Dge2 (7 Wd2 
followed by 0-0-0 transposes to note 
‘d’ below) 7...Abd7 8 Wd2 (8 De4 
0-0 9 Wd2 b6 10 2b3 a5 11 a3 a4 
12 Ra2 eS 13 Dxf6+ Wxf6 14 d5 
Ac4 15 Rxc4d Wh4+ 16 Rf2 Wxc4 
170-0 &f5 18 Hc3F Diemer-Bozic, 
Zwolle 1959) 8...0b6 9 2b3 a5 10 
a4h5 11 d5 (11 &g5!?) 11...0-0 12 
Rh6 Wd6 13 Rxg7 Sxg7 14 De4 
Dxe4 15 fxed WeS 16 Wd4 2d7 17 
c3 Ha6! 18 0-0 Bb6 19 Ba3 c5 20 


dxc6 bxc6 21 f4 2a6 22 Bf3 Hb7 
23 Dd3 Bxd3 24 Bxd3 Bfb8 25 
Rd1 c5 26 Wd5e6 27 Wd6 Wxe4 28 
h3 He5 29 Bd2 Bd7 30 Wxb8 Bxd2 
0-1 Speck-Moralez, Zurich 1988. 

c) 6 2d3 c6 7 Dge2 Bp7 8 Wd2 
&bd7 9 0-0-0 Ab6 10 Af4 Abd5S 11 
“fxd5 Dxd5 12 Dxd5 Wxd5 13 c4 
Wd6 14 &c2 Re6 15 Rb3 a5 16 a3 
We7 17 Sb1 0-0 18 h4! (the opening 
of the h-file is a priority to accelerate 
the attack) 18...8fd8 19 h5S b5 20 
hxg6 hxg6 21 Wf2 bxc4 22 Wh4! 
Rf5+ 23 Sal SFB (23...cxb3? 24 
Wh7+ Sf8 25 Bh6++) 24 Rxc4 
Rf6 25 Wh7 e6 26 g4 &c2 27 Rxeb6 
g5 (27...&2xd1 28 Qh6+ Ye8 29 
We8+) 28 Wxc2 fxe6 29 Zh7 2d730 
Bdh! Bg7 31 Bxg7 Wxg7 32 Bh7 
We8 33 Wc5+ 1-0 Welling-Eg- 
mond, Netherlands 1978. 

d) 6 Wd2 287 (D) and now: 


dl) 7 0-0-0 is the most obvious 
continuation: 

d11) 7...c6 8 &h6 (8 g4h5!) 8...0-0 
9 2c4 (9 h4 intending h5S looks good 
and is consistent with the attacking 
plan I outlined above) 9...b5 10 2b3 
a5 11a4b412%e4 d5 13 g4 f5 14 
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exf5 2xf5 15 h4 Dd7 16 De2 Hf6 
17 Q2g3 e6 18 Rxg7 Sxg7 19 hS 
Wo7 20 Axf5+ exfS 21 Hc5 Zae8 22 
hxg6 h5 (22...hxg6 23 Wh6+) 23 
4d3 Bh8 24 De5++ G.Miiller- 
Broeker, Baiersbronn 1986. 

d12) 7...n5 8 h4 c6 9 “h3! (a 
standard move in such a position 
when the knight can head for f4 or 
even g5 as ...h6 is no longer avail- 
able) 9...b5 10 Re2 Re6 11 Af4 
Rd5 12 Sbi a5 13 Rd3 W6 14 
Bhel a6 15 We2 c7 16 Rf2 6 
17g4 Bb8 18 g5 Hd7 19 Hed Axed 
20 Rxe4 Wh7 21 Rxg6! fxg6 22 
@xe6 Dxe6 23 Wxe6+ Sf8 24 Rg3 
Be5 25 BxeS Rxe5 26 RxeS Bgs 
27 Wf6+ Wf7 28 2d6+ 1-0 
Duthilleul-Kelchner, Ludwig- 
shafen. 

d2) 7 &c4 c6 and now: 

d21) 8 De2 0-0 9 h4 (9 0-0 Abd7 
10 Zad! Ab6 11 Rb3 VFS 12 Dg3 
denies Black’s light-squared bishop 
a decent square, Allen-Brogden, 
Paignton 1994) 9...@bd7 10 g4e5 11 
hS exd4 12 Axd4 He5 13 Re2c5 14 
@db5 We7 (14...Wxd2+ 15 @xd2!+) 
15 0-0-0 Re6 16 hxg6 fxg6 17 RF4 
Bfd8 18 We3 a6 19 Rxe5 axb5 20 
Rxb5 Qxg421 fxgd4 Axed 22 Rc4+ 
@h8 23 Rxg7+ 1-0 Berthelsen- 
Wahlstedt, Stockholm 1965. 

d22) 8 0-0-0 b5 9 &b3 a5 10 a4 
0-0 11 d5 b4 12 De4 Dxd5 13 h4 
We7 14 hS We5? (14...Axe3! 15 
Wxe3 WeS5t4) 15 d4 Wxd4 16 
Wxd4 2xd4 17 Bxd4e5 18 Bd2 4 
19 hxg6 hxg6 20 g3 ®e6 21 Bdh2 f6 
22 4d6 1-0 Vos-Malianskay, Rot- 
terdam 1966. 

6 2d3(D) 
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The main alternative at this point 
is 6 2c4: 

a) 6...0bd7 7 @ge2 ADb6 8 2b3 
2d79 Wd2 2c6 100-0 2d6 11 “g3 
Rxg3 12 hxg3 h5 13 RgS Wd7 14 
a4a5 15 fel Rd5 16 Axd5 Abxd5 
17 Zadl Sf8 18 He5 c6 19 c4 De7 
20 Bxa5 Bd8 21 Ba7 We7 22 Wad 
Wxa5 23 Bxad5 D5 24 Sf2! Se7 
(Diebert analysed 24...Axd4 25 
Bxd4 Bxd4 26 Ha8+ De8 27 Re3 
3d7 28 &c5+ winning) 25 d5+ Die- 
bert-McClintock, Las Vegas 1989. 

b) 6...2b4 7 Dge2 0-0 (7...b6 8 
0-0 2b7 9 gs Re7 10 Wel 0-04 
Kunath-Roos, Corr 1972-4) 8 0-0 b6 
9 Bed 4xe47! (it is unwise to give 
White’s king’s rook greater mobil- 
ity, so 9...&b7 should be preferred) 
10 fxe4 2b7 11 g3 &d7 12 2d3 
c5 13 c3 cxd4 14 cxd4 2d6 15 We4 
£6 16 Bxf6 Wxf6 17 eS Bxe5 18 
@h5 We7 19 dxe5++ Chabassol- 
Kostyak, Pittsburgh 1990. 


6 .. ®bd7 
Instead: 
a) 6...0d5 7 Dxd5 exd5 8 Wd2 
8e79 0-0-00-0 10 He2 b6 113 c5 
12 84 Dc6 13 Bdgl c4 14 QbI bS 


15 g5 b4 16 h4 £57! (16...2b8!7 is 
double-edged) 17 hS g6 18 hxg6 
hxg6 19 &f4 bxc3 20 bxc3 &a3+ 21 
dl Wo6 22 2c2 De7 23 Bh6 2d7 
24 Wh2 Sf7 25 Bh7+ Ye8 26 Bg7 
8 27 Wh7 Re8 28 Bel++ Reuter- 
Rumer, Germany 1992. 

b) 6...b6 and now: 

bl) 7 Dge2 followed by 0-0 ap- 
pears to be reasonable. 

bl) 7 a3?! (a waste of time because 
...b4 is not a danger) 7...&b7 8 
4&ge2 Dbd7 9 0-0 Re7 10 Wel 0-0 
11 Wh4 c5 12 Bad! cxd4 13 ®xd4 
BDeS 14 RbS ADfed! 15 Wel Dxe3 
16 Wxe3 We7 17 Bfel Dgé 18 Sh! 
Zad8 19 Ra4 Lh4 20 HF a6 21 Lb3 
Bfe8 22 Ace2 We5 23 c3 Rg5 24 f4 
@®h4 25 Bf2 Rf6 26 We3 DfS 27 
@xf5 exf5 28 Bdfl Ze3 29 Ef 
&xf3 0-1 Blaauw-M.Gurevich, 
Gent 1994. 

b2) 7 Dh3 Dbd7 8 We2 2b4 9 a3 
&xc3+ 10 bxc3 Bb7 11 c4 0-0 12 
@g5 c5 13 c3 We7 14 0-0 Zac8 15 
We2 h6 16 De4 cxd4 17 cxd4 e5 18 
4g3 Bfe8 19 DfS= Diemer- 
Kunerth, Regensburg 1947. 

c) 6...e7 is reliable: 

cl) 7 @ge2 transposes to the main 
game. 

c2) 7 h4?! “bd7 8 Aec4 b6 9 
@xf6+ Dxf6 10 Dh3 Rb7 11 Rf2 
(Diemer-Winrh, Baden-Baden 1980) 
after 11...0-0 Black can continue 
with ...%c8 and ...c5, with at least 
equality. 

c3) After 7 £4 @d5 8 Axd5 
Sh4+?! (8...cxd5=) 9 23 Wxd5 10 
AP Re7 11 c4 WhS5 12 h3 £6 13 g4 
WE7 14 We2 g6 15 h4 4c6 16 a3 his 
dominant pawns assure White the 


advantage, Diemer-Zimis, Germany 
1948. 

d) 6...2.b4 (after this Black should 
be sure to take on c3, since otherwise 
a future “e4 will make the bishop 
look misplaced) 7 e2 b6 (7...0d5 
8 Rf2 0-0 9 0-0 Ad7 10 He4 5 11 
c4 4)5£6 12 We2 g6 13 HadI+Leise- 
bein-Hasselbach, Leipzig 1989) 8 
0-0 2b7 9 Ded Abd7 10c3 Re7 11 
Wd2 0-0 12 Had] Ze8 13 Wo2 We8 
14 D2g3 DB 15 Dxf6+ Qxf6 16 
Be4 Re7 17 DgS Rxgs 18 Rxg5c5 
19 Wf2 cxd4 20 Wxd4 26 21c4e5 
22 Wed 2b7 23 Wh4 We6 24 Bfel 
£625 2d2 Dg6 26 Wh5 WE7 27 2c3 
Zad8 28 Bd2= Richter-Mendau — 
Roos, Corr 1972-4. 

e) 6...2d6 7 Age2 AdS 8 Axd5 
exd5 9 Wd2 Dc6 10 0-0-0 Abé4 11 
a3 @xd3+ 12 Wxd3 WF6 13 Wd2 h6 
14 Qf4 BFS 15 Bxd6 Wxd6 16 WEA 
Wxf4+ 17 &xf4 0-0-0 18 Zhel= 
Mertens-S.Perez, Fourmies 1995. 

7 Dge2 

Hommeles is content to complete 
his development and castle kingside 
and put his space advantage to use in 
the middlegame. It is less clear if the 
other possibilities are as sensible: 

a) Mednis commented that 7 f4 
was *... not quite in the spirit of the 
opening’ meaning that with the 
pawn already on f3, it is logical for 
the knight to go to e2. 7...0b6 8 AB 
@bd5 9 Dxd5 Axd5 10 Rd2 c5 11 
c4 46 12 2c3 2d77! 13 d5! exdS 
14 We2+ Re7 15 Rxf6 gxf6 16 cxd5 
Wa5S+ 17 Sf2 SFB 18 Wd2 Woe 19 
Rc4 He8 20 d6 2d8 (20...Wxd6 21 
Wxd6 2xd6 22 Had! 2e6 23 Rxe6 
Bxe6 24 f5t+; 20...2xd6 21 Hhdl 
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Re6 22 Bxe6 c4+ 23 Sf] 2b4 was 
considered unclear by Mednis) 21 
Bad! Wa5 22 Zhe! Wxd2+ 23 4)xd2 
g7 24 Ded4+ R.Fuller-Dilworth, 
Corr 1965. 

b) 7 We2 2b4 8 DAh3 c5 9 a3 cxd4 
10 axb4 dxe3 11 Wxe3 Wb6 12 
Wxb6 Dxb6 13 Abs Sd8 14 Dgs 
Bf 15 Bxa7 Bxa7 16 Axa7 2d7 17 
4)b5 h6 and here, rather than 18 
De4?! AfdS 19 Abd6 (19 c3 AF4 20 
Rfl Dxg2+ 21 Rxg2 Rxb5) 
19...8c7 20 DbS+ Yb8 21 DcS 
@xb4 22 BDxd7+ Dxd7 23 e2 
Se5= Diebert-Britt, Ohio 1985, 18 
4)h3! would be an improvement, 
covering the f4-square, meeting 
18...Afd5 with 19 c3, allowing 
White to remain with an extra pawn. 

TD .. i Re7 

It can be seen from the Euwe De- 
fence, which has the same pawn 
structure, that the bishop is best 
placed here for defensive reasons. 

8 0-0 0-0 
9 Wel 

White has hopes of Wh4 followed 

by undermining the defence of h7. 
9 .. cS 

In Bachl-Bocki, Germany 1970, 
Black underestimated how much 
easier it is for White to manoeuvre in 
a closed position thanks to his space 
advantage. The game went 9...@d5 
10 @xd5 exd5 11 c3 Be8 12 Wd2 
@f8 13 Shi c6 14 Bgl Qd7 15 £4 
f5 16 Kael Re6 17 We2 g6 18 Acl 
Wd6 19 2e2 Ad7 20 Hd3 Df 21 
WeS Ded 22 g4 fxgd4 23 Qxed BB 
24 We2 RF5 25 Bg2 Sg7 26 Hegl 
We6 27 Wf 2f6 28 Wh3 with at- 
tacking prospects. 
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10 Hdl cxd4 
11 Qxd4 We7 
12 Wh4 Rc5 


Ligterink had to be careful to avoid 
the threat of 13 &xh7+ @xh7 14 
Wxe7. 


13 Ded @xe4 
14 Wxe4 6 
15 Wh4 e5 


An important move. Black is close 
to equality now that his queen’s 
bishop has been activated. 


16 &xc5 Wxc5+ 21...Wg5 (21..0d5 22 Wed g6 23 
17 @hl Reb Wh4t) 22 Wxg5 hxg5=. 
18 Dc3 h6 21 De2 d7 
19 a3 Zad8 22 b4 We7 
20 £4(D) Bd4?! 23 fxe5 Wrxe5 
The International Master finally 24 Df4 Rg 
goes astray and allows White a slight 25 Bdel Wes 
initiative. Black could effectively 26 «Ww b6?? 
neutralize White’s chances after Whoops! 


20...exf4 21 Wxf4 (21 Exf4 Dd5=) 27 h4 1-0 


9 The Hubsch Gambit 


This is a popular and important 
method of avoiding the main lines. 
Black will normally only have this 
option when he has played 1...f6. 
The variation was named following 
the game Hubsch-Tartakower when 
White caused a sensation by beating 
his eminent opponent. The question 
that has to be resolved is whether 
Black is bringing about welcome 
simplification, or relinquishing a key 
defensive piece. A point in Black’s 
favour is that, although White’s 
gambit tends to be less permanent 
than in other lines, it is not simple for 
White to round up the e4-pawn with- 
out losing the initiative. 

5 &c4 is considered White’s best 
continuation. It is examined in the 
form of two illustrative games. 
Firstly, Meszaros-Waldmeier deals 
with lines in which 5...e6 is played 
(together with less common op- 
tions). This is a popular ploy to se- 
cure a solid defensive structure, but 
shuts in the queen’s bishop. In the 
main game White chooses to restore 
material rather than go all-out for an 
attack, and is rewarded with a fa- 
vourable outcome. 

We then move on to the principal 
variation, 5...2£5, which is high- 
lighted in Diebert-Rao. Black holds 
on to the extra pawn at the cost of 
having the queen’s bishop harassed 
by White’s kingside pawns, with 
such moves as g4 and h4 common. 


Black hopes that after the storm has 
died down White will suffer due to 
the weaknesses left by the pawns. 
White has several alternatives to a 
pawn-storm, which will appeal to 
those prefer to exploit lesser known 
lines. These are considered in the 
notes. 


Game 32 
Gy.Meszaros-Waldmeler 
Lenk 1994 


&)xe4 


5 Rc4 

Targeting f7 is generally regarded 
as the best continuation. It is difficult 
to believe that White can expect 
much success from the alternatives: 

a) 5 &f4 and now: 

al) 5...2d7 6 3 exf3 7 Dxf3 Df6 
8 &c4 690-0 Re7 10 Wel 0-0 11 
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2d3 Dd5 12 ReS5 RG 13.c4 Rxe5S 
14 dxeS @f4 15 &c2 We7 16 We3 
4g6 17 Dg5 h6? 18 Dxf7 Bxf7 19 
Sxg6 Oxfl+ 20 Bxfl 2d7 21 Bf7 
Wd8 22 Wf 1-0 Diemer-Durao, 
Beverwijk 1956. 

a2) 5...e6 6 f3 (6 Wd2!? &d6 7 
0-0-0 4c6 8 £3 Rxf4 9 Wxf4 e3?! 10 
Wxe3 2d7 11 d5! He7 12 dxe6 fxe6 
13 2c4 We8 14 WeS++ Bertolo- 
Deleplanque, Corr 1957-8) 6...exf3 
7 @AxB Bc7 8 2d3 Dd7 9 0-0 D6 
10 Wel &d7 11 DeS 2d6? 12 Rg5! 
Re7 13 Wh4 Ef 14 c4 h6 15 Bd2 
c5 16 Wg3 &c6 17d5! exd5 18cxd5 
Wxd5 19 Bae! 2d7 20 Dxd7 @xd7 
21 Ra5! b6 22 2c3 c4 23 BES WeS+ 
24 Hh1 0-0-0 25 Rxg7 Hg8 26 We3 
W4 27 Be4 Wxc3 28 2xc3 2f8 29 
Bxc4+ Sb7 30 Hd4 1-0 Kampers- 
Define, Corr 1956-7. 

a3) 5...2.f5!? looks best. 

b) 5 Re3 2F5 6 f3 c6 7 Bc4 c6 8 
We2 Dd7 9 fxe4 2xe4 10 DB DLE 
11 0-0 &e7 12 Ags Rg6 13 Rxeb6 
h6 14 Qxf7+ Qxf7 15 Dxf7 Sxf7 
16 Wh5S+ g6 17 Wh3 Wc8T Eiter- 
Petera, Cattolica 1992. 

c) 5 f3 exf3 (5...c6 6 Re3 Bd6 7 
Wd2 4c6 8 0-0-0; 5...c5 6 2e3 
cxd4 7 &xd4 4c6 8 &b5 {= Meyer} 
8...a6! 9 2xc6+ bxc6 intending ...c5 
with a good ending, and therefore 6 
d5 should be considered; 5...e5! is 
the reason why the line has few back- 
ers, with play continuing 6 2e3 exf3 
7 Dxf3 2g4 8 Bc4F) 6 Dxf3 g6 
(6...2g4 7 Bc4 e6 8 0-0 2xf3? 9 
Wxf8 Wxd4+ 10 2e3 Wd7 11 Wxb7 
We6 12 2b5 1-0 Gedult-Asch, 
Trouville 1968) 7 2c4 2g7 8 0-0 
0-09 c3 Ad7 10ADg5e6 11 WH D6 


12 Wh3 h6 13 @f3 5?! 14 We3 exd4 
15 Wxg6 Dd5 16 Weg3 %e3 17 2xe3 
dxe3 18 Had] We7 19 Wd4 c5 20 
He2 Ph8 21 Bf b5 22 Bxe3 Wf6 
23 Bfl Wb6 24 Bxf7++ Rasmussen- 
Acers, Tacoma sim 1971. 

d) 5 c3 b6 (5...e5 6 &c4 exd4 7 
De2 2g4 8 Wb3 2d6 9 Qxf7+ is 
equal according to Diemer) 6 f3 &b7 
7 fxe4 2xe4 8 DP e6 9 Rc4 Dd7 
10 AgS &b7 11 0-0 Df6 12 Rxe6!? 
fxe6 13 Dxe6 Wd7 14 We2 Sf7 15 
Ag5+ Sg8 16 RF4 2d6? (by play- 
ing 16...h6 17 ®e6 Be8 18 Bael 
Rd5 19 DxfB SxfB 20 ReS Black 
shouldbe able to withstand the pres- 
sure) 17 Re5 Bxe5 18 dxeS He8 19 
Bad! Wc6 20 exf6! Hxe2 21 Hd8+ 
Be8 22 (7+ SFB 23 fxeSW# (1-0) 
DiemerKloss, Corr. 

Scie e6 

The main alternative is 5...2£5, 
which is examined in the next game. 
There several other replies: 

a) 5...e5? 6 Wh5! (demonstrating 
the point of White’s 5th move) 
6... We7 7 Wxe5 Wxe5 8 dxe5 “c6 9 
Rf4 2d7 10 0-0-0 0-0-0 11 &xf7 
Rc5 12 e6 Re 13 Dh3++ Motta- 
Castellano, San Diego 1989. 

b) 5...Dd7 6 £3 (6 WhS g6 7 Wd5 
e6 8 Wxe4 ®f6 9 Wh4 We7 10 AR 
2d7 11 DeSt Aston-Simons, 
Paignton 1990) 6...exf3 (6...0f6 7 
fxe4 Dxe4 8 DB e6 9 0-0 Re7 10 
He5 0-0 11 ¢3c6 12 WS gives rea- 
sonable compensation) 7 @xf3 e6 8 
0-0 2e7 9 Wel Db6 10 &d3 2f6 11 
c3 We7 12 Wg3 0-0 13 Rg5 Ad5 14 
c4 &xg5? 15 Bxh7+! Ph8 16 Axgs 
f6 17 2g6 1-0 Dalbergs-Johnston, 
Portland 1963. 


c) 5...2\c6!? 6 c3 and now: 

cl) 6...e5?! 7 d5 De7 8 Wa4+ c6 
(8... &d7 is well met by 9 Wh3 threat- 
ening Wxb7 and d6) 9 dxc6 @xc6 10 
2b5 Wd5 11 Rg5 VFS 12 Bdl Web 
13 Wxa7!! Wce8 14 Bd8+! Wxd8 15 
Wxb7 Wxg5 16 &xc6+ $d8 17 
Wxa8+ Yc7 18 Wh7+ 2d6 19 De2 
e3 20 £4 We7 21 Wh6 Ye6 22 fxe5 
Wce5 23 We7 1-0 Nastopka- 
Marchetti, Corr 1965. F 

c2) 6...e6 7 f3 exf3 8 AxfB 2d69 
0-0 0-0 10 We2 h6 11 De5 Axe5 12 
dxe5 &c5+ 13 Ghi 2d7 14 Wh5 
Rc8 15 Rxh6! g6 (15...gxh6 16 
Wxh6 and Bf3++) 16 Wh3 2&c6 17 
RxfB RxfB 18 Bxf7 Sxf7 19 Wh7+ 
2p7 20 Efl+ eB 21 Wxg6+ 1-0 
Berzzaims-Hill, Detroit 1961. 

d) 5...86 6 £3 2g7 (6...exf3?! 7 
Wxf3 e6 8 Re3 Rg7 9 0-0-0 c6 10 
h4 @d7 11 hS Db6 12 2d3 Ad5 13 
hxg6 fxg6 14 Bxh7!++) 7¢3(7 Re3 
c6 8 fxe4 e5 9 DEB exd4 10 &xd4 
Sxd4 11 Wxd4 Wxd4 12 Dxd4t 
Madsen-J.Jensen, Denmark 1987) 
7...exf3 (7...e5 8 d5 0-09 2e3 Hd7 
10 We2 with sufficient compensa- 
tion) 8 Dxf3 0-0(8...0d7? 9 Qxf7+! 
@xf7 10 Dgs5+ ++) 9 0-0 c5 
(9...0d7 10 Wel @b6 11 2b3a5 12 
a4 @h8? 13 Des f6 14 Dxh7! 1-0 
Voelker-Waller, St.Louis 1992) 10 
4 g5 e6 11 dxcS We7 12 Wd6 Wxd6 
13 cxd6£ Diebert-Hayes, Columbus 
1986. 

e) 5...c5 6 Wh5 e6 7 dxc5 Wa5+ 8 
c3 (8 2d2 Wxc5 9 We2 2d7 10 3 
exf3 11 Axf3 Dc6 12 0-0-0 Bc8 13 
Re3 WaS 14 Wd3 We7 15 a3 gave 
White active play in Soller-Thal- 
mann, Amriswil 1958) 8...Wxc5 
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(8...&xc5 should be met by 9 We2!, 
and not 9 b4??, when 9...2xf2+ 
wins) 9 We2 2d7 10 2e3 We7 11 
0-0-0 @c6 12 £3 exf3 13 Axf3 &c7 
14 Ehfl 0-0 15 &d3 Db4 16 Abi 
Sa4 17 Bd4 Bac8 18 Bxb4 (White 
should prefer 18 a3! @d5 19 Bxa4 
@xc3 20 bxc3 Wxc3+ 21 &c2 
&xa3+ 22 Bxa3 Wxa3+ 23 Ybl 
Wh4+ when a perpetual check is 
likely) 18...2xb4 19 2xh7+ 
(Zintgraff-Dick, San Antonio 1992) 
19...&xh7 20 g5+ Yg6! 21 Wed f5 
22 Wxb4 Wic4 23 Wxc4 Exc4F. 

f) 5...c6 6 a4!? (6 c3; 6 f3) 6...c6 7 
c3 g6 8 We2 f5 9 £3 Wh4+?! 10 g3 
exf3 11 Axf3 Wed 12 Wxe4 dxe4 13 
&g5+ Kampars-Caroll, Milwaukee 
1956. 

g) 5.5?! 6c3 e6 7We2 2d7 (the 
point of Black’s bizarre Sth move is 
that Wxe4 is impossible due ...2c6; 
the g4-square is guarded) 8 f3 Wh4+ 
9 g3 exf3 10Axf3 We4 11 Rf4 2d6 
12 h3 WFS 13 DeS g5 14 Rd3 W6 
15 2d2 We7 16 0-0-0 Rxc5 17 dxe5 
4c6 18 Bdel £5? 19 exf6 Wxf6 20 
EZhfl We7 21 &g6+ Sd8 22 BF7 
We5 23 Bxd7+ 1-0 Voelker-Baudry, 
Dearborn 1992. 

6 Dh3 

A recommendation by Diemer 
who advocated it in conjunction with 
the plan of 7 0-0, 8 &e3 and f3. 
Instead: 

a) 6 f3 and now: 

al) 6...b6 7 c3 (7 fxe4? Wh4+) 
7...&b7 8 We2 Dd7 9 Re3 DE 10 
0-0-0 2e7 11 fxe4 Bxe4 12Df3 c6 
13 Bhfl &d5 14 De5 We7 15 4 0-0 
16 Sbl De8 17 RF4 Rd6 18 g5 f6 
19 gxf6 Dxf6 20 2d3 c5 21 c4 Rb7 
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22 Dgé! BfeS 23 Rxd6 Wxd6 24 
dxcS Wxc5 25 eS He7 26 h4 We7 
27 Bgl Hd8 28 Wd2 dhs 29 Wes 
Red 30 Bxe4 Axe4 (30...Bxd1+ 31 
Exd!l ®xe4 32 WhS Hg8 33 
Bd7!++) 31 Bxd8+ Wxd8 32 @f7+! 
1-0 French-Yanis, Corr 1965-6. 

a2) 6...exf3 7 Axf3 Be7 (after 
7...Ad7 8 0-0 &c7 9 Wel White will 
continue with Wg3, 2f4 and Zael 
with active play on the kingside) 8 
0-0 4)c6 9 c3 Wd6 10 Ags Rxg5 11 
Rxg5 De7 12 WFH3 0-0 13 2d3 Dgs 
14 h4 h6 15 hS hxgS 16 hxg6 fxg6 
17 Wea 3f6? 18 Bxf6 gxf6 19 
Wxg6+ Of8 20 Wxf6+ Ye8 21 Hl 
1-0 Mariette-Gertosia, France 1991. 

a3) 6...c5 7d5! exf3 8 Axf3 exd5?! 
(this lets White’s rooks become very 
powerful) 9 &xd5 We7 10 0-0 gave 
White a strong attack in Banker-Ma- 
son, Kansas 1963. 

b) 6 c3 is a reasonable reply: 

b1) 6.247 7 8 Df 8 We2 (8 
We2!?) 8...exf3 9 AxfB c6 10 Rg5 
Re7 11 00-0 Ad7 12 h4 Db6 13 
2d3 h6 14 Rd2 Dd5 15 g4 We7 16 
De5 &f6 17 Axf7! Sxf7 
(17...Wxf7? 18 &g6++) 18 g5 hxg5 
(18...2e7 19 Bdfl+ Sgs 20 
Bg6++) 19 hxgs Bxhl 20 Bxhl 
He7 (20...Re7 21 Rg6+ eB 22 
We4++) 21 gxf6 gxf6 22 Bh7+ Se8 
23 2g6+ Sd7 24 Wes Wd6 25 24 
Wd5 26 We2 Wxa2 27 Wh5 b6 28 
&b1 1-0 Deli-Eredi - Andre, Corr 
1989. 

b2) 6....2d6 7Wg4 0-08 2g5 €5 
9 Wh4 We8 10 De2 exd4 11 Dxd4 
h6 12 2e3 @h7 13 g4 WeS 14 g5 
4d7 15 0-0-0 Bc5 16 Rdg! 2e6 17 
Dxe6 Dxe6 18 Bg4 &c5 19 g6+! 


fxg6 20 Bxe4 (a grandmaster has 
fallen victim to White’s energetic 
attack) 20...2xe3+ 21 fxe3 Wg5 22 
Rxe6 Wg2 23 Bd Bf2 24 Bb4 Bafs 
and now rather than 25 &d5 Hc2+ 
26 &b1 We2 27 Wel Wxh2, which 
allowed Black to salvage a draw af- 
ter 66 moves in Diebert-Kudrin, 
Philadelphia 1985, White should 
have played 25 Wg3! Hc2+ 26 Sbl 
We2 27 &g4++. 
6 .. Re7 

A sensible measure to prevent 
&g5. Others: 

a) 6...c5?7! 7 dS e5 8 Dgs f5 
(8...2f5 9 d6 2g6 10 WdS++) 9 d6 
Wf6 10 Df7 Bg8 11 Bes Weg6 12 
@xe5t+. 

b) 6...Ad7 7 0-0 Df6 8 c3 Rd7 9 
f3 exf3 10 Wxf3 2c6 11 We2 2e7 
12 Dg5 0-0 13 Rd2 Ad5 14 2d3 g6 
15 c4 2c6 16 &c3 Rd7 17 Bael 
@d5 18 cxd5 Rxgs 19 Bc4 exd5 20 
Rxd5 2f6 21 Rxb7 Abs 22 Wab 
&g7 23 Wxa7 2b5 24 Bf c6 25 
Bfe4 f5 26 Be6 BF7 27 Wxb8! Wxb8 
28 He8+ Hf8 29 Bxb8 Bxb8 30 Be7 
&f6 30 Xc7++ Gy.Meszaros-Kahn, 
Hungary 1993. 

7 3 (D) 

This is quite a logical way to pro- 
ceed. White prepares We2 to regain 
material, rather than adopting the 
original Diemer plan of playing f3 
after some further development. 
Naturally, White can delay the text a 
while by playing 7 0-0, while this 
also retains the option of using Die- 
mer’s idea: 

a) 7...0-0 8 2e3 €5!? (8...b6!7) 9 
dxe5 &xh3 10 gxh3 (10 Wxd87! 
Bxd8 11 gxh3 c6 12 e6 f5F 


Gegner-Jergler, Erlangen 1992) 
10...2c6 11 Wd5=. 

b) 7...c6 8 &e3 b6 9 f3 exf3 10 
Wxf3 0-0 11 2d3 2a6 12 Rxa6 
4xa6 13 Wxc6 Bc8 14 Wed Db4 15 
c3 Ad5 16 Rd2 bS 17 Bf3 a5 18 
Zafl b4 19 &f4t Gegner-Karl, Er- 
langen 1980. 


7 an 0-0 
8 0-0 &d7 
9 We2 h6?! 


With this move Black mistakenly 
hopes to restrict the movement of the 
white knight. The most prudent reply 
is 9...A£6 to reinforce e4, when 10 
g5 b6 11 Dxe4 2b7 gives White 
a slight space advantage. 

10 Wxe4 Af6 
11 We2 c5 

Black strives to open the position 
to give his pieces some room to 
breathe. However, the drawback is 
that White’s rooks can also make 
good use of the open files. 

12 dxc5 Rxc5 
13 Qf4 &d7 

13...b6 is rather slow: 14 Hadl 
4d5 (14...We7? 15 b4+t) 15 Re5 
2b7 16 We4 g6 (16...0f6 17 We3 
We7 18 b4++) 17 Dat. 
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14 Zadl 
15 ReS 

White is steadily manoeuvring his 

forces into more dominant squares. 
15 .. Re7 
He8 

A precautionary move in view of 

the potential threat to sacrifice oncé. 
17 &fel @d5? 

Black is going to extreme lengths 
to simplify the position, and in the 
process allows a crushing assault on 
g7. 


We8 


216 
1-0 (D) 


18 Dh5 
19 We4 


Game 33 
Diebert-Rao 
OhioCh 1989 

1 d4 ONf6 

2 Bc3 ds 

3 e 4)\x04 
4 Dxe4 dxe4 
5 Bc4 295 (1D) 


In toummament play this is one of 
the most popular replics. White 
will usually use this bishop as a 
target for rapid kingside expan- 
sion. 
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6 g4 

It is in the spirit of the Blackmar- 
Diemer to give Black something to 
think about at an early stage in the 
opening. Thus this forcing continu- 
ation is the most popular, although 
more reserved approaches are also 
possible: 

a) 6 c3 is a major alternative as it 
secures the central pawn and threat- 
ens Wb3: 

al) 6...2c6? 7 Wb3 e6 8 Wxb7 
a5 9 2b5+ Ye7 10 Wa6++ Aston- 
Thynne, Torquay 1990. 

a2) 6...e6 and now: 

a21) 7 Wb3 Wc8 8 De2 4d7 9 
@g3 2g6 10h4 Db6 11 hS RFS 12 
@xf5 @xc4 13 Dxg7+ Rxg7 14 
Wxc4 Wd7 15 2f4c6 16 h6 2 £8 17 
We2 f5 18 0-0-O+ Diebert-Blocker, 
Columbus 1983. 

a22) 7 f3 transposcs to note ‘c’. 

a23) 7 g4 2g6 transposcs to note 
‘a’ to White’s 7th move. 

a24) 7 De2 2d6 8 Df4 Axa 9 
&xf4 Dd7 100-0 0-0 11 £3 Db6 12 
2b3 DdS5S 13 Rd2 exf3 14 WxPB c6 
15 Zael a5 16g4 Rp6 17 We3 a4 18 
Rdl c5 19 dxcS WaS 20 WF2 Wb5 
21 b3 axb3 22 axb3 Wd3 23 c4 Ba2 
24 He2 Df6 25 24 Dxgd 26 WH 


Wd4+ 27 2e3 Dxe3 28 Wxe3 
Wxe3+ 29 Bxe3 Bc8 30 213 Bxc5 
31 &xb7 Hb2 32 Bf2 Bc2 33 BB 
g6 '4-'A Schuh-Grathwohl, Heidel- 
berg 1986. 

b) 6 De2 e6 70-0 2d6 8d5 (8 AF4 
Rxf4 9 Dxf4 We5 10 23 Re4F Ko- 
zlek-Baier, Corr 1969-70) 8...e5 
(8...0-07! 9 dxe6 fxe6 10 Ad4z Ri- 
essbeck-Andre, Corr 1989) 9 4g3 
&g6 1013 (10 Rb5+ Ad7 11 Wed 
hS 12 Wh3 h4}; 10 We2 f57) 
10...exf3 11 Wxf3 0-0 12 DFS Ad7 
13 g3 cS 14 h4 e4 15 We4h5 16 
Wh3 a5 17 Dxd6 (17 g4!? comes 
strongly into consideration) 
17...Wxd6 18 g4 Wd7 19 2e3 hxg4 
20 Weg3 b6 21 Bf4 2h5 22 Bafl 
Zae8 23 BFS g6 24 BxhS! gxh5 25 
Wf4 (25 Hf6! leaves Black’s posi- 
tion falling apart after 25...We7 26 
&d4 2d7 27 Bh6 De5 28 Bxh5 
13+ 29 Wxf38++) 25...f6 26 Wh6 
WE7 (26...Wh7! 27 Exf6 Wxh6 28 
Exh6F) 27 Rxc5 (27 d6 Wxc4! 28 
Weg6+ Sh8 29 Wh6+ with a draw) 
27...bxc5 28 Bxf6! Wxf6 29 d6+ 
Wf7 30 Wg6+ 1-0 Hubsch-Tartak- 
ower, Vienna 1922. 

c) 6 13 e6 7 c3 and now: 

cl) 7...&e7 8 fxe4 Rxe4 9 DPB 
4d7 10 0-00-0 11 We2 2g6 12 e3 
c6 13 Hadl Wc7 14 Dg5 Db6 15 
£4? Wd8 16 DP DAxc4 17 Wxc4 
S&hS 18 Bd3 Wd5F Koons-For 
manek, Philadelphia 1990. 

c2) 7..2d6 8 Be3 Dd7 9 We2 
fo 10 &g5 exf3 11 Axf3 h6 12 
Kh4 0-0 13 0-0 Re7 14 De5 Hes? 
15 @xf7! @xf7 (15...2g¢4 16 We3 
&xf7 17 h3 Sg8 18 hxg4 8B 19 
Rxe6+ Ph8 20 Rxf6 gxf6 21 


Bael++) 16 Bxf5 Wd6 17 Hel 2d8 
18 HeS Sf8 19 &2g3++ Rasmussen- 
Litowsky, Las Vegas 1993. 
6 .. 2.96 

It is generally accepted that this is 
the best square for the bishop. In 
Dicbcert-Bcnjamin, Columbus 1986, 
the grandmaster chose the rare 
6...2d7, whereupon White played 
modestly: 7 2e3 e6 8c3 &c6 9 De2 
4d7 10 &b3 Wh4 11 h3 0-0-0 12 
We2 Af6 13 0-0-0 Dd5 14 &xd5 
exd5 15 c4 dxc4 16 Wxc4 2d5 17 
Wad a6 18 2c3 2e7 19 Wc2 Wf6 20 
4xd5 Exd5 21 Wxe4 Zhd8 with 
roughly cqual chances, although 
White won after 51 moves. 

7 Be2 

The latest fashion: White intends 
the simple “f4xg6. Other moves 
have been tried; in particular Diemer 
and Gunderam conducted a scries of 
correspondence games to test their 
viability. A search through the ar 
chives reveals that the games took 
place in the 1950s although the exact 
dates arc unknown: 

a) 7¢3 e6 8 Wb3 Wc8 and now: 

al) 9h4h5 10 @h3 hxg4 11 D4 
SF5 12 d5! Hh6? (12...e5!) 13 dxe6 
fxe6 14 Ge2 intending d4 with a 
good game for White, Diemcr-Gun- 
deram, Corr. 

a2) 9 £4 exf3 10 Axf3 (White has 
the initiative thanks to his develop- 
ment advantage) 10...8e47! 
(10...2e7 11 0-00-0 12 %e5 Ad7 13 
@xg6 hxg6 14 Rxe6!++; 10...2d6 
11 Re3 c6 {11...0d7!? to deter De5 
is an improvement} 12 a4 Se4? 13 
0-0 Da6 14 Des Rg6 15 Axf7!++ 
Augustin-Hohne, Corr 1986-7) 11 
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0-0 2xf3 12 Bxf3 Ac6 13 Re5 Rd6 
14 Zafl 0-0? (14...2f8 is desperate 
but necessary) 15 Exf7! He8 16 2h6 
g6 (16...gxh6 17 We2++) 17 Hg7+ 
@h8 18 Bff7 Be7 19 Xxh7+ Sgs 20 
We2! 1-0 GegnerKrisin, Erlangen 
1990. 

b) 7f4 and now: 

bl) 7...exf3?! 8 Dxf3 e6 9 0-0 c6 
10 h4 hS 11 Sg5 Re7 12 DeS! 
Rxg5 13 Dxg6 Rc3+ 14 Sg2 fxgs 
15 Wd3++ Diemer-Gundcram, Cor. 

b2) 7...e6 8 2e3 (8 c3 Dd7 9 h4 
Ab6 10 2b5+ c6 11 hS cxbS 12 
hxg6 fxg6 13 We2 Wd5 14 Oh3 
Re7F Diemer-Gunderam, Corr) 
8...4\d7 9h4 hS 10 d5 e511 f5 &h7 
12 De2 Re7 13 g5 Rxf5 140-0 Ry6 
15 Dg3 Rd6 16 a3 We7 17 b4 FSF 
Diemer-Gunderam, Corr. 

c) 7 h4 gives White potentially 
weak pawns, though this does not 
necessary make Black’s position any 
casier in the short term! 7...h5 8 
4\h3!? (8 g5 e6 9 c3 intending Wb3 
is worth a try): 

cl) 8..Ac6 9 c3 Wd7 10 @f4 e5 
11 Dxg6 fxg6 12 d5 Da5 13 Rc2c5 
14 gxhS 2e7 15 hxg6 Bxh4 16 Bxh4 
Rxh4 17 2g4 WS 18 Re2 c4 19 
b4! Db3 (19...0-0-0!7) 20 Wxb3 
Rxf2+ 21 SFl e3 22 Wxe4 Bxc4 23 
Sxc4 Hc8 24 2b5+ He7 25 Rb2 
Zh8 26 Sg2 HhS 27 Ld3 Bg5+ 28 
$f3 Bg3+ 29 Se2 Bed 30 Bdlt+ 
Diemer-Snciders, Beverwijk 1959. 

c2) S.hxg4 9 Wxg4 Md7 
(9...Wd7!? 10 Wg3 e6 11 Dfa 2f5 
12 2e3 Ac6 13 0-0-0 0-0-0 14 d5 
gives White active play, Dicmer- 
Gunderam, Corr) 10 Sf4 #f6 11 
We5 Wd6 12 Dxg6 Bhs (Seidel- 
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Kuntz, Corr) 13 De5 Bxg5 14 
Rxf7+ Sd8 15 hxgS Ad7 16 RF4=. 
c3) 8.e5 9 AgS Re7 (after 
9...exd4? 10 f4 exf3 11 Wxf3, the 
squares b7 and f3 come under scru- 
tiny according to Diemer) 10 f4 exf4 
11 &xf4 d7 120-0 2xg5 13 Rxgs 
f6+ (Gunderam). 
1% ost e5 
Black strikes back at the centre and 
denies the white knight access to the 
f4-square. Kloss-Gunderam, Rastatt 
continued instead with the meek 
7...€6. There followed 8 h4 h6 9 &f4 
Sh7 10 g5 hxg5 11 hxgS Wxg5 12 
@xe6! Wg2 13 WhS g6 14 Axc7+ 
@d8 15 Wh4+ Sxc7 (15...2e7 16 
fl! Qxh4 17 Rxg2 Rxf2+ 18 
&xf2 Sxc7 19 Rf4+ followed by 
Zh6 and Bahl ++) 16 &f4+ Hd7 17 
Wf6! Wxhl+ 18 @d2 Wxal 19 
Wxf7+ Re7 20 Re6+ Sd8 21 Rc7+ 
@xc7 22 Wxe7+ Sb6 23 Wic5+ $a6 
24 Bc4+ bS 25 Wxb5# (1-0). 
8 Re3 
White should not even think of 
allowing the exchange of queens 
with 8 dxeS, since he would then lose 
the initiative. In Gegner-Gaube, Er- 
langen 1981, White was rather fortu- 
Nate to emerge from the opening 
with a decent position: 8...Wxd1+ 9 
@xdl 4d7? (9...0c6! intending 
...0-0-0 highlights White’s weak- 
ened pawns) 10 c6! fxe6 11 “f4 27 
12 Dxe6 Rxe6 13 Rxe6 0-0-0 14 
Re3t. 
8 .. Qd7 
With this logical move, Black sup- 
ports the pawn. Another idea is the 
extravagant 8...Wd6, intending 
queenside castling: 9 c3 @d7 10 h4 


hS 11 Dg3 Db6 12 Rb3 exd4 13 
Rxd4 c5 14 gxhS RxhS 15 DxhS 
cxd4 16 Wg4WesS 170-0-0 Wxh5 18 
Wxe4+ 2e7 19 Bdel WeS 20 Zh3 
Bd8 21 Bf BS 22 HFS Wd6 23 Bes 
Bd7 24c4d3 25 Be3 Sd8 26 c5 We7 
27 dl d2 28 Hc3 RG 29 cxb6 
Wxe5 occurred in Diebert-Rhode, 
Philadelphia 1985. Then 30 bxa7! 
would have led to a remarkable win 
according to Diebert: 30...WaS 
(30...Wxe4 31 a8W+ de7 32 Wa3+ 
Bd6 33 Hc7+ He8 34 Wa8+ and then 
&a4+ is winning) 31 Wa4 Wxa4 32 
Rxa4 Ge7 33 He3+. 
9 h4 hS 
10 gs 

This is a standard procedure in this 
line. White forces Black to exchange 
pawns, activating the white queen. 
The knight also exerts pressure on 
e4. Naturally White would be happy 
to restore material equality, while 
maintaining his space advantage. 


10 .. hxg4 
11 hS Rh7 
12 Wxg4(D) 


a 
ry FY 


“y 


Y 


VL .owe 


CY 
Va 


12 ... exd4 
A natural continuation that allows 
Black to develop fairly smoothly al- 


though the open position gives 
White excellent chances. An im- 
proved move-order has been sug- 
gested, with the immediate 12...0f6 
being acknowledged as probably 
Black’s best move. Upon further in- 
vestigation it looks awkward to 
meet, e.g. 13 We2 exd4 14 0-0-0c5 
15 2b5+ Ye7!, or 13 Wdl exd4 14 
Rxd4 2d6, gaining time compared 
to the actual game. Howeyer, I think 
13 Wg5S might be the answer. For 
instance 13...exd4 14 0-0-0 (14 
We5+ We7 15 Wxd4 2d8! and 
...b4 is in Black’s favour) 14...c5 
(14...)d7 15 Wd5!; 14...d3 15 cxd3 
exd3 16 Zhel++) 15 &b5+ Ad7 16 
WeS+ We7 17 Wce7 gives White dan- 
gerous chances in view of the threats 
18 Wxb7 and 18 &xd4cxd4 19 Bxd4 
Bd8 20 Bxd7! Bxd7 21 We8+ Wd8 


22 &xd7+, winning. 
13 Qxd4 46 
14 Qxfé Wxf6 
15 0-0-0 


Now White has concrete compen- 
sation for the pawn: Black will have 
real problems castling. Apart from 
the immediate mate threat, White’s 
control of the h3-c8 diagonal exerts 
a vice-like grip on the position while 
the open g-file will deter Black from 
castling on the kingside. 


15... Rd6 
16 &bi Wr 
17 Wh3 f5 
18 Re6! 


It is necessary to maintainthe pres- 
sure by attacking the weak point at 
f5, while keeping Black’s king stuck 
in the centre of the board. 

18... p61] 
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19 4 e2 Wes 
19...W3!? 20 Wats (20 Wr! 
with the idea of 4d4 of Bh in pos- 
sible) 20...exf3 21 4\d4 given White 
a slight plus as he will now roatore 
material equality, while Hack in alll 
struggling to connect his rooks. Mor 
example: 21...216 22 Bhel (22 
Bdel!?) 22...Gt8 23 xt) Bot 24 
gS 2g8? 25 Rxgs Bxel 264)h7 +1 
is winning. 
20 Wb3 
The queen swings across the hoard 
in order to support the bishop and prem 
pare to infiltrate on the qucensido, 


20... Bd 
21 f4 wre 
22 Bhgl We7 


A clear signal that things have 
gone horribly wrong for Black. The 
queen manoeuvre has some senve as 
it prepares ..c6, which would un 
cover protection for b7, but tnfortu- 
nately White is able to amass his 
attacking forces without interfer 
ence. Black cannot contemplate 
22...2c5? 23 Wb5+, while 22...£07 
23 Bxd8+ Sxd8 24 Bdl+ Rd6 25 
4\d4 is very dangerous for Black. 

23 Dd4 c6 
24 Rcd b5 (1D) 
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25 “xb5! Qxf4 
Black has no joy with 25...cxb5 26 
&xb5+ Ed7 since White can choose 
a stylish finish such as 27 Wd5 
(threatening 28 Wxd6) 27...3f6 
(27...4d8 28 Wa8+ Hc7 29 Wxa7+ 
$d8 30 Wxd7+ Wxd7 31 &xd7 
@xd7 32 Bxg7+ ++) 28 Wa8+ Of7 
(28...Wd8 29 &xd7+ &xd7 30 
Bxg7+) 29 2xd7 Wxd7 30 Wh8++. 
26 Dd4 Wd7 
27 2e6 
Diebert suggests 27 c3 is more ac- 
curate since this solves the back-rank 


problems, whereupon @xc6 or 4\c6 
will prove fatal. 

After the text White still has a fine 
position, although a few obstacles 
have to be overcome before victory 
is obtained: 27...We7 28 Axf5 
Bxdi+ 29 Bxd!l Bxf5 30 Vxf5 
Rxf5 31 We8+ Sc7 32 Wxg7+ Seb 
33 We8+ de7 34 Bf WeS 35 Hdl 
e3 36 Bd8 2d7 37 Wi8+ Seb 38 
Wg8+ Ye7 39 W18+ Se6 40 We8+ 
Sd6 41 Wed e2 42 Wxd7+ Sc5 43 
Wrxa7+ &c4 44 Wad+ Gc5 45 Wa5+ 
&c4 46 b3# (1-0). 
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This chapter deals with variations 
that are comparatively less analysed 
due to their lack of popularity at tour- 
nament level. However, fashion is a 
fickle thing, so I have covered all the 
possibilities. The reader should be 
on the lookout for similarities — and 
transpositional possibilities — to 
other lines. Firstly, in the game As- 
ton-Gilmour we consider 4...e6, 
which refuses the pawn offer, but 
this idea is highly suspect, as White 
quickly establishes apowerful centre 
and attacking opportunities. The sec- 
ond game, Talon-Aerts, examines 
4...e5, which is a classic opening er- 
ror regularly seen in practice. 


Game 34 
Aston-Gilmour 
Gloucester 1990 


1 d4 d5 
2 e4 dxe4 
3 Dc3 “M6 

The alternatives 3...f5 and 
3...4\c6 are discussed in the next 
game. There are plenty of other 
moves available: 

a) 3...215 4 3 exf3 (4...0f6 trans- 
poses to the Vienna Defence) 5 Wxf3 
(5 OxfB8 Df6 is the Tartakower- 
Gunderam Defence) and now: 

al) 5...Wc8 6 2f4 2xc2? 7 Hcl 
2g6 8 Db5 Dab 9 Dxc7+ Dxc7 10 
Bxc7 Wb8 11 2b5+ Sd8 12 Bd7+ 
1-0 Gedult-Leon, Paris 1972. 


a2) 5..2¢c8 6 214 (6 2c4!?) 
6...Af6 7 0-0-0 c6 8 dS Bp4 9 
dxc6!++ Boyarinov-Utemov, USSR 
1962. 

b) 3...g6 4 Dxe4 (4 BB is likely to 
transpose to the Bogoljubow Dce- 
fence) 4...2g7 5 c3 £576 Ds h6 7 
@Dh3 Re6 8 D4 2f7 9 WH c6 10 
We3 Wd6 11 2d3 e6 12 &c4 eS 13 
Be6! 2f6 14 DB gives White the 
better game, Diemer-Buis, Corr 
1955. 

c) 3...e6 4 2e3(4 Dxeé4 is a line of 
the French) is examined in Chapter 
11, Attempts at Transposition. 

d) 3...c6 and now: 

dl) 4 &c4 (4 ®xe4 is a main line 
Caro-Kann) 4...0f6 5 f3 £5 
(5...exf3 6 &xf3 is the Ziegler De- 
fence) 6 g4 &g6 7 g5 Ad5 8 Dxe4 
e6 9 De2 Be7 100-0 Abé6 11 2b3 
Rxe4 12 fred Rxgs 13 Df4 Axf4 
14 Qxf4 D8d7 15 WE3 We7 16 d5 
cxd5 17 exdS @xd5 18 &xd5 We5+ 
19 2e3 Wxd5 20 Wxf7+ d8 21 
Zadi++ Skeels-Bullockus, Corr 
1988. 

d2) 413 e5 5 2e3 2b4 6 2c4 VFS 
7 g4 2g6 8 h4 hSF Kennedy-Saw- 
yer, Hatboro 1989. 

c) 3...e5, the Lemberger Defence, 
can casily be dealt with by note ‘e6’ 
which gives equal chances. Other 
moves are more in the spirit of the 
opening: 

el) 4 WhS5 (D) is known as the 
Snciders Attack: 
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ell) 4...exd4 5 2c4 Wd7 (5...We7 
6 Rg5! DG 7 Rxf6 Wxf6 8 Dxe4 
We790-0-06 10Wd5 267118 
Sf5 12 Zhel 0-0 13 Wxb7+ Kunath) 
6 Dxe4 cb 7 RF4 g6 8 We2 Re79 
Af3 SFB 10 0-0-0 intending c3 gives 
White the advantage, Mondragon- 
Markwardt, Corr 1972-4. 

e12) 4..0f6 5 Wxe5+ 2e7 
(5...We7?! 6 &f4 leaves the e-pawn 
a long-term weakness) 6 2f4 (6 
4xe4 0-0! gives Black play on the 
e-file according to Kunath) 6...c6 7 
@xe4 0-0 (7...Re6 8 Dgs Wds5 9 
B®xe6 fxes5t Peters-Fielding, Corr 
1972-4) 8 0-0-0 @d5 9 2d2 £5 10 
Ac3 26 11 Wg3 b5 12 Dge2 Reb 
13 Dxd5 Rxd5 14 h4 a5 15 Ybl 
&c4 16 2g5= Kunath-Porzig, Corr 
1983-4. 

e13) 4...Wxd4 5 2e3 Wb4 6 
Wxe5+ 2e6 7 Wxc7t Diemer- 
Stapelfeldt, Umkirch 1973. 

€14) 4...De6! 5 dxe5 (5 2b5 exd4 
6 &xc6+ bxc6 7 Dxe4 We7 8 We2 
RFS 9 Dg} Rxc2FF) 5...0d4 6 Wd! 
gs 7 Dge2 Dc6 8 RE4 Bb4 9 h3 
Rxe2 10 Rxe2 Dge7 11 e6! Rxc3+ 
12 bxc3 fxe6 13 Wxd8+ Bxd8 14 
Rxc7 BHc8 15 Rd6 AdS 16 c4 4c3 


17 2g4 Sd7 18 2a3 h5 19 Rb2! 
a4 20 0-0-0+ Ge7 21 2a3+ Sf6 
22 Re2 g6 23 Bd7 b6 24 Bhd! Hhe8 
25 h4 a5 26 Hb7 Bb8 27 Hxb8 Hxb8 
28 c3£ Svedenborg-Prameshuber, 
Tel Aviv OL 1964. 

e2) 4 Age? is the latest idea: 

e21) 4..exd4 5 Wxd4 Wxd4 6 
@xd4 &b4 7 DbS RaS 8 Rf4 Dab 
9 0-0-0 Df6 10 ReS AES 11 Rxf6 
gxf6 12 4d5 allows White to regain 
the pawn, Rasmussen-Jangaard, Ta- 
coma 1991. 

22) 4...2b4 5 2e3 Dc6 6 dxeS 
Rg4 7 Wxd8+ Bxd8 8 a3 2a5 9 b4 
2b6 10 Rxb6 axb6 11 Axe4 Dxe5= 
Mantia-Finegold, USA 1993. 

e3) 4 ®xe4 and now: 

31) 4...2c6 5 &b5 Rd7 6 dxe5 
@xe5 7 Wd5 Dc6 8 Rg5 f6 9 0-0-0 
We7 (after 9...fxg5 Hansen analysed 
10 Df De7 11 Bhel Axd5? 12 
4d6 mate) 10 2e3 0-0-0 11 &c5 
We8 12 &xc6 bxc6 13 We4 1-OHan- 
sen-Clauser, Corr 1985. 

e32) 4...exd4 5 &2b5+ c6 6 Rc4 
We7 7 We2 Re6 (the point of 
White’s 5th move is revealed afler 
7...2f57 8 Dd6t+) 8 Rgst 
Dravnieks-Miiller, Corr 1985-7. 

33) 4...Wxd4 5 2d3 f5 (5...0c6 
6 DP W6 70-0 Re4 8h3 Rx 9 
Wxf3 Dd4 10 WhS 2d6 11 Re3 
Wc6? 12 Rxd4 exd4 13 &b5 1-0 
Sandahl-Emborg, Denmark 1984) 6 
Qf Wd8! 7 Qb5+ c6 8 Wxd8+ 
xd8 9 Degs cxb5 10 AxeS5 (10 
Af7+ Se8 11 Axh8 Dc6F) 
10...8e8 11 Def7 (11 DAgf7 DAc6 
12 Axc6 Sf7FF) 11...h6 12 Axh8 
hxg5 13 &xg5 gives Black a small 
edge. 


e4) 4 Red: 

e41) 4...Wxd4 5 We2 Af6 6 Re3 
Wd8 7 Hdl 2d7 8 gS Rb4? 9 
2xf7+ &xf7 10 We4+ allows White 
the advantage. 

e42) 4...f5 5 Dxed4! fred 6 WhS+ 
d7 7 WES+ Sc6 8 Wxe5 1-0 Die 
mer-Miiller, Corr 1955. 

e43) 4...2b4 5 Wh5 We7 6 Wxe5 
Wxe5 7 dxe5 Dc6 8 Rd2 Dxe5 9 
Axe4 Dxc4 10 Rxb4 KFS 11 Dd2 
&xd2 12 Sxd2 0-0-0+ 13 Scl 
E)f6 14 De2 Bhe8 15 Dg3 Mp6 16 
2c3 Aga 17 Rxg7 Dxf2 18 Ef 
g4 19 c3 De3 0-1 Muth-Roos, 
Corr 1968-9. 

e5) 4 £e3 followed by: 

e51) 4...2b4 5 De2 exd4 6 Wxd4 
Wxd4 7 &xd4 f6 8 a3 Rxc3+ 9 
4)xc3 @c6 10 0-0-0 RF5 11 2b5 
De7 12 RcS HF7 13 Rcd4+ Heb 14 
g4Rc8 15 Rxe7 Dxe7 16 Hdel and 
Black’s pieces lack harmony, Han- 
isch-Druke, Corr 1985. 

€52) 4..exd4 5 Qxd4 (5 Wxd4 
Wxd4 6 &xd4 Ac6 7 BbS Rd7 8 
0-0-0 0-0-0F) 5...Ac6 (5...c5 6 Re 
Wxd1+ 7 Bxd] 25 8 Rb5+ Dc6 9 
Dge2t) 6 RbS Rd7 7 Dge2 Dxd4 
(7... Wh4=) 8 Wxd4 c69 Bc4 D6 10 
0-0-0 We7 (10...2e7 11 Zhe! 0-012 
4g3z Friedl) 11 Hg3c5(11...0-0-0 
12 Wxa7 WeS 13 Wxc5 &xc5 14 
Acxe4 @xe4 15 Axed Re7 16 
&xf7+ Honfi-Zinner, Budapest 
1955) 12 We3 0-0-013 Aegxes &xe4 
14 Dxe4 Rc6 15 Bxd8+ Sxd8 16 
Bdl+ Sc7 17 Wg3+ Sb6 18 Dd6 
1-0 Just-Glascock, Corr 1985-6. 

e6) 4 dxe5 Wxdil+ 5 Axdi Dc6 6 
R14 (6 £4 exf3 7 Dxf3 Red 8 Rb5 
4&e7= Morin) and now: 
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e61) 6..0b4 7 &2b5+ Bd7 8 
Rxd7+ Sxd7 9 He3 Bc5 100-0-0+ 
with an equal position. 

€62) 6...215 7 2b5 Rb4+ 8 c3 
RaS 9 b4 Bb6 10 a4 aS 11 De2 
@ge7 12 bxaS Rxa5 13 Dd4 Rd7 
140-00-0 15 &g3 Ph8 16 Rc4 Red 
17 De3 Rxc3 18 Axc6 Rxal 19 
Bxal Dg6 20 Dxg4 hS 21 6 bxc6 
22 He5 DxeS5 23 Rxe5 fxe6 24 aS++ 
Diemer-Fux, Bad Podiebrad 1936. 

e63) 6..age7 7 2b5 Rd7 8 Ac3 
“g6 9 Dge2 (9 e6!7) 9...Dxf4 10 
@®xf4 DxeS 11 &xd7+ Dxd7 12 
@xe4 BcS 13 0-0-0 (I prefer 13 
@xc5 Oxc5 14 0-0-0 0-0 15 f3 in- 
tending Hd5 although the position 
should be equal) 13...b6 14 Zhel 
0-0-0 with chances for both sides 
according to a century-old analysis 
by Von Popiel. It is still considered 
a main line. 

4 f3 c6 

The alternatives at this point are 
not held in high esteem: 

a) 4...Qc6 is known as Lamb’s 
Defence and unwisely invites White 
to chase the queen’s knight. After 5 
d5 the game can continue: 

al) 5...Ob4 6 fxe4 (6 Wd4 exf3! 7 
Wxe5 f2+ 8 &xf2? “g4+ Diemer) 
6...b6 7 a3 Dab 8 eS Dd7 9 6 fxe6 
10 dxe6 &e5 11 Wh5+ wins, 
Voelker-Reeves, Missouri 1992. 

a2) 5..He5 6 fxe4 e6 7 AF3 
xf3+ 8 Wxf3 exd5 9 exd5 a6 10h3 
Re7 11 Rd3 Rd7 12 Re3 c6 130-0 
0-0 14 g4 Wc7 15 Hf2 Hab8 16 g5 
@xd5 17 @xd5 cxd5 18 Rd4 Bxgs 
19 Bp2 Bh6 20 W6 Wf4 21 Bxg7+ 
Gh8 22 Hg8+ Sxg8 23 Wh8 mate 
(1-0) Du Faur-Billian, Corr. 
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b) 4...26 5 fxe4 2p7 6 &c4 0-07 
DB e6 8 Rg5h69 Lhd g5 10 RE2 
Ded 11 Bgl Dc6 12 h4 eS 13 d5 
aS 14 &d3 b6 15 hxgS hxgsS 16 
Wd2 f6 17 0-0-0 We7 18 We2 2d7 
19 d6! cxd6 20 b4 Ac6 21 c4+ 
Re6 22 Dd5 Wd7 23 Dxg5! fxgs 24 
Wxg4 2xg4 25 4f6 mate (1-0) Die- 
mer-Albrecht, Isny 1948. 

c) 4.05 5 d5 exf3 6 xf3 g6 7 
Qg5 278 b5+ Dbd7 9 a4 0-0 10 
Wd2 Ab6 11 Bdl a6 12 Re2 2F5 13 
0-0 Ded 14 Dh4 Wd6 15 Rf4 Bes 
16 Dxf5 gxf5 17 RxeS WxeS 18 
We_5+ Wg7 19 Bxf5 Df6 20 We3 
@h8 21 Wxe7 Dbd7 22 df! 
Zae8 23 Wd6 Hg8 24 g3 Hed 25 
@xe4 Exe4 26 R13 Bh4 27 c3 DB 
28 &g2 1-0 Gy.Meszaros-Weiss, 
Eger 1993. 

d) 4...c6 and now: 

dl) 5 &c4 eS (5...exf3 5 Axf3 is 
the Ziegler Defence) 6 dxe5 Wxd1+ 
7 Sxdl exf3 8 Ax Ded 9 de2 
4d7 10 Rf4 DAb6 11 &b3 Be6 12 
Rxe6 fxe6 13 Dgs DdS 14 Dxd5 
exd5 15 Bhfl h6 16 De6 Yd7 17 
xf8+ Bhxf8 18 h3 AxeS 19 Rxe5 
RBfc8 20 Bf7+ Se6 21 Xxg7+ Dah- 
len-Botvinnik, Stockholm sim 1962. 

d2) 5 &c3 Dd5 6 Wd2 Dxc3 7 
Wxc3 e6 8 0-0-0 a5 9 fxe4 2b4 10 
Whb3 Da6 11 d5 We7 12a3 &c5 13 
Rxa6 2xc3+ 14 Wxe3 Bxa6 15 d6 
Wd8 16 Wg3 Bp8 17 DG Qd7 18 
Ehfl £6 19 Wh3 e5 20 Wxh7 2c6 21 
d7+ Se7 22 Dxe5 2£7 23 Bxf6 Ra2 
24 Bfd6 Wb6 25 d8W+ 1-0 Diebert- 
Mills, Ohio 1983. 

§ fxed (D) 

White already has an advantage 

thanks to the open f-file and the 


strong centre, with the bonus that 
this time it has not cost him a pawn. 


S caes 4\c6 

In Bessler-Lalanne, Corr 1956-7, 
Black was wiped out after choosing 
a passive approach: 5...2e7 6 AB 
4bd7 7 2d3 0-0 8 e5 De8 9 h4 f6 
10 &xh7+ Sxh7 11 Dg5+ Ses 
(L...fxgS 12 hxg5+ &g8 13 WhS 
Rxgs 14 Bxgs5 O76 15 exf6 Dxf6 
16 &xf6++ Diemer) 12 @xe6 1-0. 

The usual move is 5...2b4 to pin 
the queen’s knight in a forlom effort 
to put pressure on e4. After 6 2d3 
0-0 7 3 play might continue: 

a) 7...c5 8 e5 Dd5 9 Bh7+ Sh8 
10 4g5 @xc3 11 Wh5S++ Diemer- 
Weinspach, Bischweier 1949. 

b) 7.26 8 eS Dd5 9 Qxh7+ 
&xh7 10 Dg5+ Sgs 11 WhS Ze8 12 
Wxf7+ hs 13 Wh5S+ Sg8 14 Wh7+ 
f8 15 Wh8+ &g7 16 Wxg7 mate 
(1-0) Reh-Killinghick, Tennessee 
1969. 

6 Of 
7 2d3 

The game Sawyer-Frickmann, 
Hatboro 1989 continued 7 2g5 h6 8 
Rxf6 Wxf6 9 eS Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 
We7 11 2d3 0-0 12 0-0 b6 13 @d2 


2b4 


Sb7 14 WhS Had8 15 De4 Bd5 16 


6+ gxf6 17 Wxh6 f5 18 Hf3++. 
Toes h6 
8 2e3 2d7 
9 a3 Rxc3+ 
10 bxc3 We7 


Gilmour is understandably reluc- 
tant to castle kingside considering 
that White is perfectly poised to 
mount an attack by a combination of 
We 1-g3, doubling rooks on the f-file 
and a carefully timed e5. 


11 0-0 0-0-0 
12 Des Sb8 
13 Zbl 


Aston is increasing his advantage 
with each move as Black has no ob- 
vious counterplay and the open b- 
file is an obvious route to the king. 

13... 
14 We2 
15 a6! (D) 


$a8 
Zhfs 


Black’s position begins to collapse. 


15... Zb8 
15...bxa6 16 Wxa6 Eb8 17 
“Axc6t+. 
16 &xb7+ Xxb7 
17. Bxb7 Sxb7 
18 Ebi+ &a8 


19 4)xc6 Wd6 
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If 19...2xc6 then 20 Wa6 Wd7 21 


d5++. 

20 d5! Ag 

21 eS &xe5 

22 Waé 1-0 
Game 35 
Talon-Acrts 
Belgium 1994 

1 d4 d5 

2 c4 dxe4 

3 Bc3 4N6 

Instead: 


a) 3...f5 is a transposition to a line 
of the Dutch Defence (1 d4 f5 2 @c3 
d5 3 e4 dxe4) that gives White plen- 
tiful opportunities for dangerous 
play: 

al) 43 e5! 5 dxe5 Wxd1+6 @xd1 
“\c6 7 @d5 &d8 8 Rg5+ Dge7 9 f4 
h6 10 Axe7 Axe7! 11 Bxe7+ Sxe7 
12¢3 &c6 13 Sc2 £7 14 De2 Rc5 
occurred in Milov-Kramnik, USSR 
1990. Kramnik suggested that Black 
is slightly better after 15 Hd1 2e3 16 
g3g5. 

a2)4 2g5 Df6 5 £3 Dc6 6 d5 Des 

7 Wd4 O17 8 Rxf6 gxt6 (8...exf6 9 
&b5+ 2d7 10 fxe4 a6 11 &xd7 
Wxd7=) 9 2b5+ 2d7 10 fxe4 Bxb5 
11 Qxb5 Wd7 12 We5 (12 &c3!?) 
12...e5 13 Dxc7+ Sd8B 14 Debt 
Wxe6 15 Wxf8+ BxfB 16 dxe6 Dd6 
17 0-0-0 de7 18 Exd6! Sxd6 19 
exf5 Hg8 20 De2 we7 (if 
20...Bxg2?! 20 Hdl+ Sc5 21 Dg3 
Black has to be wary of the passed 
e-pawn) 21 g3 Hg5 22 fl Bd8 23 
c4 intending %c3-d5 gives White 
the better chances, Muratov- 
Avshalumov, USSR 1988. 
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a3) 4 2£4 is the most fashionable 
move. After 4...Af6 play might con- 
tinue: 

a31) 5 &c4!? c6 6 Dh3 e6 70-0 
bS 8 2b3 2d69 a3 Axf4 10 Dxf4 
Wd6 11 Wd2 Dd5 12 Afxd5 exd5 13 
f3 @d7 (13...0-07 14 fxce4 fxe4 15 
“xe4!) 14 fxe4 fred 15 We5 We7 16 
WhS+ g6 17 Wh6 2b7 18 De2 HB 
19 Bxf8+ @xfB 20 Af4 0-0-0 21 c3 
g522Dh3 Deb 23 Rd Mp8 24 Ves 
Bg6 25 Sxe6+ Sb8 26 WhS Wxeb6 
27 DxgS Wg8 28 DAxh7 Bxg2+ 29 
hi Bg6 30 We5+ $a8 31 “fe 
White has an outside passed pawn 
and the better chances, Meinsohn- 
Eliet, France 1993. 

a32) 5 f3 and now: 

a321) 5...e6 6 &c4 Bc6 7 fxe4 
fxe4d 8 Dge2 Da5S 9 Bb5+! 2d7 10 
0-0 is comfortable for White. 

2322) 5...Dc6 6 2b5 2d7 (6...a6 
7 Qxc6+ bxc6 8 fxe4 fxe4 9 @ge2+) 
7 fxed fxed 8 @d57! (8 &ge2!7) 
8...2)xd5 9 WhS+ g6 10 Wxd5 Db4 
11 &xd7+ Wxd7 12 Wxd7+ @xd7 
13 Sd2 Bp7 14 De2 BhfB 15 Le3 
e5 16c3 4d3 17 b3 exd4 18 cxd4c5 
19 Zafl cxd4 20 @xd4 Ab4 21 Bxf8 
Rxf8 22 h4 hS 23 Bcl Axd4 24 
Axd4 Dc6 25 He3 Dxd4 26 Hdl! 
'A-'4 Galeev-Al.Karpov, Harkany 
1994. 

2323) 5...exf3 6 Dxf3 e6 7 Bc4 (7 
Wd2!? 2e7 8 2c4 c69 0-0 Ad5 10 
Rael 0-011 2b3 DaG6 12 2g5 26 
13 2xf6 Wxf6 14 De5 Wd8 15 De2 
46? 16 Bxf5 Dc7 17 Befl Dcd5 
18 B5f3 @d7 19 @f7+ M.Barnes- 
N.Taylor, Sheffield 1991) 7...2d6 8 
Wd2 0-09 0-0-0 c6 10 Sg5 Da6 11 
Wel (11 Bhel!?) 11...2c7 12 g4 b5 


13 &b3 b4 (Gelfand-Nikolic, Mu- 
nich 1994) and now Gelfand consid- 
ered 14 ®a4 Gcd5 to be unclear. 

b) 3...2c6 can also arise from the 
Nimzowitsch Defence after | c4 
®c6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxe4 and the 
Micscs Defence upon | d4 d5 2 @c3 
4c6 3 e4 dxe4. The line has a poor 
reputation which is evident from the 
following examples. 4 d5 eS is the 
most logical continuation: 

bl) 5 f3 e6! 6 Wd4 Ac6 7 Wxe4 
Of6=. 

b2) 5 Wd4 Dg6 6 Wxed (6 h4 e5 
7 Wxe4 Df6 8 Wa4+ 2d79 2b5 a6 
10 &xd7+ Wxd7 11 Wxd7+ &xd7 
12 &d2 2d6 13 0-0-0 A.Ivanov- 
McCarthy, St.Martin 1991) 6...2f6 
7 Wa4+ 2d7 8Wb3 Wc8 9 2c4 De5 
10 Re2 c6 11 f4 DAg6 12 Bc4 cxd5 
13 Axd5 De4 14 Dbé! (a stunning 
decision) 14...axb6 15 &xf7+ $d8 
16 Re3 e6 17 Rxb6+ Ye7 18 Axg6 
hxg6 19 @f3 Sf7 20 0-0-0 a4 21 
Wd3 cS 22 DeS+ Sg8 23 Wrxed 
RXb6 24 Axg6 Bc5 25 Dxh8 Sxh8 
26 &d3+ Felsberger-O’Donnell, 
Moscow OL 1994. 

b3)5 214 Dg6 6 2g3 and now: 

b31) 6...a6 7 2c4 46 8 We2 2p4 
9 f3 exf3 10 Oxf3 DhS 11 0-0-0 
@xg3 12 hxg3 Wd6 13 De4 W6 14 
d6! 0-0-0 (14...cxd6 15 Dxd6+) 15 
Begs exd6 16 Yxf7 Re7 17 Dxh8 
Bxh8 18 We4 2d7 19 Bd3 2c6 20 
Wf5+ Sb8 21 2b3 WF2 22 Bd5 Hes 
23 Wed 2xd5 24 Wxd5 b6 25 Dxe5 
dxeS 26 Wxe5++ Thipsay-Aaron, 
Bangalore 1981. 

b32) 6...f5 7 Dh3 e5 8 dxe6 
Wxd 1+ (8...2xe6 9 AbS+; 8...c6 9 
Wxd8+ xd8 10 Dgs Dh6 11 


0-0-0+ He8 12 Rcd! f4 13 DAcxe4 
Se7 14 Bhel fxg3 15 hxg3+ 
Apicella-Vaisman, French Ch 1990) 
9 Exd! c6 10 &c4 h6 11 0-0 46 12 
f3 &c5+ 13 Phi bS 14 2b3 3 15 
Bfel Se7 16 Df4 Dxf4 17 Rxf4 
Ra6 18 De2 Had8 19 Bxd8 Sxd8 
20 ReS5 He7 21 Dd4 Rxd4 22 Rxd4 
@d5 23 Rxg7 Bh7 24 Rd4 Sxe6 25 
Bxe3+ Sd6 26 He8 the extra pawn 
and prominent pair of bishops give 
White a clear advantage, Apicella- 
Soetewey, Brussels Z 1993. 
4 f3 e5? (D) 


At first glance it appears that Black 
is offering to enter an ending on 
equal terms but this is not the case. 

5 dxe5! Wxdi+ 
6 Sxdl Ags 

There is also not much comfon to 
be gained from 6...Afd7, since 7 
dS is very strong: 
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a) 7...%d8 8 2p5+ f5 9 exf6 gxio 
10 Axf6 2e7 (10...h6 11 &h4 Be7 
12 @®xd7 Rxh4 13 De5 Bh7 14 
fxed4t+ Diemer) 11 Axe4++ Die- 
mer-Elbert, Lindau 1949. 

b) 7...2xe5 8 @xc7+ Sd8 9 Axa8 
exf3 10 Axf3 Dga 11 RF4 D2+ 12 
wel Axh! 13 Rxb8 Bb4+ 14 c3 
Be8+ 15 Re2 Bc5 16 Bdl+ He7 17 
4\c7++ Talon-Bolca, Belgium 1992. 

7 Dds 

The most direct form of attack 
even though 7 4xe4 &f5 8 2d3 is 
also clearly good for White. 


7 we $d7 

8 2f4 $c6 

9 fxe4 Leb 
10 2c4 $d7 
11 }f 

White is dominating the board. 

ll... @e7 
12 de2 go 
13 2g3 c6 
14 Be3 Ac5 
15 Rxe6+ xeb 
16 Dest te7 
17 @fS+ ors 
18 Hadi a6 
19 2d7 Re7 
20 &xe7 @)xe7 
21 fl fs 
22 exf5 $e8 
23 Bd6 Rf 
24 {6 gxf6 
25 exf6 1-0 


11 Attempts at Transposition 


It is not just those who open the 
game with | d4 who revel in swash- 
buckling play. The Blackmar-Die- 
mer Gambit can be used against lines 
that arise afler | e4 and are conse- 
quently guaranteed to have even 
more shock value. 

The Centre Counter, which is also 
knownas the Scandinavian Defence, 
is perfect for White to gain a psycho- 
logical advantage. After 1 e4 dS 2 
d4! Black is out of his chosen open- 
ing after only two moves. 

One of the most popular lines in in 
the Alekhine Defence is 1 e4 Df6 2 
4c3 d5, for instance 3 e5 d4 4 exf6 
dxc3 5 fxg7 cxd2+ 6 Wxd2 Wxd2+ 
7 Rxd2 Rxg7 8 0-0-0 Dc6 9 Ab5 
2d7 10 DF 0-0-0 11 Bhel e6 12 
&g5 Hdf8 13 &e3 a6= Chekhov- 
Barlov, Tjentiste 1975. This is all 
very impressive until one considers 
that 3 d4! transposes into the Black- 
mar-Diemer Gambit and most prob- 
ably the Hubsch Gambit. 

Those who play Indian Defences 
will meet 1 d4 with 1...Af6. Then 
after 2 c3, the normal reply is 
2..d5 and now, instead of 3 &2g5 
with a Veresov, 3 e4! reaches the 
desired position. 

The Caro-Kann is a solid opening 
but there is still scope to steer the 
game towards an exciting contest. 
After 1 c4 c6 2 d4.d5 3 4c3 dxe4, 4 
Rc4! D6 5 £3 exf3 6 DxfB trans- 
poses to the Ziegler Defence. 


A real test for transpositional pos- 
sibilities is the French Defence, 
which is examined in detail in the 
game Dicbert-Niehoff. 

It is possible to meet | d4 d5 with 
2 ®c3 in an effort to avoid third 
move possibilities that arise after the 
usual 2 e4 dxe4 3 %c3. The likeli- 
hood is that Black will respond with 
2...46 and after 3 e4 the game will 
continue along normal lines. One 
idea that I have seen is 1 d4.d5 2 %c3 
f5, which can be met by 3 e4; then 
3...fxe4 4 Wh5+! wins the d-pawn, 
whilst 3...dxe4 transposes to the note 
‘a’ to Black’s third move in Game 
35, Talon-Aerts (see Chapter 10, 
Miscellaneous Lines). 


Game 36 
Dicbert-Ziridmk 
Las Vegas 1994 


1 d4 d5 
2 e4 e6 
This position can of course come 
from the move-order | e4 e6 2 d4.d5. 
3 2e3!? dxe4 (D) 
4 4d2 
A refinement that gives White 
promising play and was preferred by 
Diemer. In the game Diebert-Fine- 
gold, Columbus 1987, White tried 4 
f3 and followed up in independent 
style by delaying 2c3. The game 
continued: 4...exf3 5 Dxf3 Df 6 
&d3 Dbd7 70-0c5 8c3 cxd4 9 cxd4 


,.. 
rw 
& 


* 


Ad5 10 Rd2 Ke7 11 Hc3 Dxc3 12 
bxc3 2 £6 13 We2Ab6 14 Zael 2d7 
15 De5 Bc8 16 Wh! Rc6 17 Dxc6 
bxc6 18 a6 Hc7 19 We4 Wd5 20 
Wf4 d7 21 Wb8+ 2d8 22 We3 86 
23 Rh6 Wxa2 24 2d3 Wd5 25 Be5 
Wd6 26 Wh3 Bg8 27 Bfel Re7 28 
£4 hS 29 BFS gxf5 30 Rxd6 Axd6 
31 WxhS @d5 32 Wf Dxc3 33 
Rxf5 DbS 34 Rh3 Dxd4 35 Wed 
Bd5 '4-1/. 

4%c3 is also possible although the 
pin by ...$b4 should be awkward for 
White: 

a) 4...2f6 5 £3 exf3 6 Dxf3 Re7 7 
2d3 0-08 0-0 Dbd7 (8...c5! 9 dxc5 
&g4 10 We2 Dxe3 11 Wxe3 WaS 
gives Black good counterplay ac- 
cording to Mednis) 9 Wel He8 10 
Bd! 2B 11 DeS Bd7 12 g4 h6 13 
h4 2d6 14 Dxf7! Sxf7 15 g5 2c67! 
(15S...hxg5 16 hxg5 dg8 is the best 
chance) 16 gxf6 gxf6 17 &xh6 &d7 
18h5! £5(18..2g8 19 Rp6+ de7 20 
d5++) 19 Bxf5+ wins, Kampars- 
Blakeslee, Corr 1963. 

b) 4...2b4 (the position can also 
arise from the move-order 3 2c3 
b4 4 Re3 dxe4) 5 3 Dfo 6 Wd2 
4bd7 7 a3 &xc3 8 Wxc3 DAd5 9 Wd2 
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@xe3 10 Wxe3 exf3 11 Dxf3 0-012 
2d3 Df6 13 DeS We7 14 0-0 2d7 
(Motta-Pasik, Portland 1990) when 
15 Bxf6! gxf6 16 Wg3+ Ph8 17 
Wh4 would have won according to 
Mertens. 
ree 46 

In Diebert-Niehoff, USA 1987, 
Black opted for 4...f5, leading to a 
complicated battle. There followed 5 
f3 Dc6 6 c3 exf3 7 Dgxf3 Df6 8 
2c4 Dd5 9 We2 Be7 100-00-0 11 
Zael 26 12 g3 Gh8 13 REA Dce7 
14 Ags Dxf4 15 gxf4 Rxgs 16 fxg5 
@d5 17 WhS h6?! 18 3 (18 gxh6 
gO!) 18...Df4 19 Wh4 Dg 20 We3 
Be8 21 Shi Wd6 22 eS! Drs 23 
Wh4 2d7 24 gxh6 2c6 25 hxg7+ 
xg7 26 Bgl+ Dg6 27 WhS Rxf3+ 
28 Wxf3 £6 29 We3 Wc6+ 30 2d5 
1-0. 

5 £3(D) 


Instead: 

a) 5...exf3 6 Agxf3 Be7 and now: 

al) 7 2c4 Dcé6 (7...66!?) 8 0-00-0 
9 c3 b6 10 We2 2b7 11 Dgs5 g6 12 
Adf3 DdS 13 Rd2 Ro 14 Bael 
e715 Wes Df 16 Wh4 h5 17We3 
De7 18 DeS DFS 19 Bxf5! exf5 20 
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ADxe6 fxe6 21 Bxe6+ Ph8 22 Ag6+ 
h7 23 QxfS Sgs8 24 Be7 Dg 25 
Re6+ Gh7 26 Wd3 1-0 Skeels-Her- 
nandez, Corr 1983. 

a2) 7 2d3 0-0 8 0-0 b6 9 Degs 
Qbd7 10 WS Hb8 11 Wh3 g6 12 
Wh6 2b7 13 Bf4 He87! 14 Axf7H+ 
Nielsen-G.Andersen, Denmark 
1977. 

b) 5...Ad5, to deprive White of the 
bishop pair, is the main alternative at 
this point. After 6 We2 play might 
continue: 

bl) 6...c5 7 dxc5 Wa5 8 c3 Dxe3 
9 Wxe3 Qxc5 10 Wxe4 &xgl 11 
Bxgl Wb6 12 0-0-0 d7 (12...Wxgl 
fails to 13 2b5+) 13 Re2 Af6 14 
Wh4 Wa5 15 2c4 Wxa2 16 Ad6+ 
Of8 17 Wb4 a5 18 We5 4d7? 19 
&)xc8+ wins, Diebert-Bath, Colum- 
bus 1983. 

b2) 6..exf3 7 DAgxf3 Re7 8 c3 
4\d79 Wf2a6 10 2d3 0-011 0-0c5 
12 Shi b5 13 Hael 2b7 14 2b1 
Bc8 15 De4 Axe3 16 Wxe3 h6 17 
BDe5 DxeS 18 dxe5 Wd5 19 We3 
Rcd8 20 h4= Diebert-Ryan, USA 
1987. 

b3) 6...2c6 7 c3 exf3 8 Dgxf3 
Re7 9 W2 0-0 10 2d3=. 

b4) 6...2xe3 7 Wxe3 exf3 8 
Agxf3 2e7 9 2d3 d7 and now: 

b41) 10 0-0 Df6 11 De5 0-0 123 
c6 13 Wh3 h6 14 3f3 gives White 
reasonable attacking chances, 
Krouse-Porter, Corr 1970. 

b42) 10 De4 c5 11 0-0-0 cxd4 12 
Wxd4 0-0 13 h4 (the maestro plays 
in typical fashion) 13...Wb6 14 
Begs Wxd4 (14...h6!?) 15 @xh7+ 
@h8 16 Bxd4e5 17 Hdd! f6 18 226 


fxg5 19 hxg5+ Sg8 20 Zh5 4f6 (the 
only way to stop Xdh1 followed by 
Bh8#) 21 gxf6 gxf6 22 Bh7 Bc5 23 
Rdhl 2f2 24 Bed Be6 25 Bh8+ 
f7 26 Bih7+ de8 27 Qg6+ 1-0 
Diemer-Lange, Corr. 
6 bs 
7 ¢3 
7 fxe4 is well met by 7...2\d4 with 
advantage to Black. 


2d7 


ty cae d5 
8 We2 exf3 
9 Depxf3 eT 
10 0-0 


White is relying on his space ad- 
vantage to create chances in the mid- 
dlegame, while Black is simply keen 
to hang on to the extra pawn. 


10 ... 0-0 
11 Zael &xe3 
12 Wxe3 h6?! 


It is better to try to delay any attack 
by trading light-squared bishops 
with 12...0b4. 


13 2d3 Ags 
14 Dxps Wxg5 
15 Bf4 
White has no interest in an ending. 
15... Zae8 
16 Df We7 
17 Kg4 £5 
18 Wxhé! 


Diebert makes the breakthrough. 

18...2216 (18...fxg4? 19 Wh7+ Sf7 
20 WhS+ Sg8 21 2h7+ Gh8 22 
2g6+ Sg8 23 Wh7#) 19 Wh3 g6 20 
Bh4 We7 21 De5S Be7 22 d5! (the 
pawn is immune due to 22...exd5 23 
Bxe7 Axe7 24 Hh7++) 22... Dd8 
23 2c4 Df7? 24 dxe6 S18 25 Ah7+ 
1-0 


Index of Variations 


Index of Variations 7...c6 20 6...c6 43 
8 00 6...bd7 43 
A) 1 d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 8 Wd2 16 7 g4 
4c3 D6 4 f3 exf3 5 8 We2 20 7 &c4 42 
Ax 8 .. 0-0 y an Ag6 
B) | d4d5 2 e4 dxe4 3 8...h6 2/ 7... De4 43 
BDc3 8...c5 2] 7...Rxc2 43 
C) 1 d4: 1...d5 2 e4 and 8...b6 2/ 7... Re4 46 
1... D6 2 c3 d53e4 8.,c6 2/ 8 Wf 
9 Wel 23 8 Bg2 48 
8 .. c6 
A) The Gambit Ac- Bogoljubow Defence 8...\bd7 50 
cepted: Main lines 5 ine £6 9 5 ®d5 
6 Red 9...Dg8 51 
1 d4 d5 6 2d3 26 9...8h5 5/ 
2 e dxe4 6 24 26 9...Ofd7 51 
3 D3 26 6 gS Be77 Bc4 27 10 2d3 52 
4 £6 exf3 6 .. ig7 
5 x8 7 0-0 Teichmann Defence 
7h4 29 with 6..2h5 
Euwe Defence 7 DeS 0-0 8 0-0 30 Sas ig4 
act e6 Do ies 0-0 6 h3 
6 gs 8 Wel 6 &d3 54 
6 Re3 125 8 Des 30 6 Bc4 54 
62c4// 8h3 33 6 Wd3 55 
6 De5 11 : ae DNc6 6. RhS 
6 R411 8.2.24 9 Wh4 33 6... 2xf3 -see below 
6 &d3: (9...Ac6 38) 7 g4 ig6 
a) 6...c5 // 8...Abd7 33 8 Fes 
b)6..c6// 8...b6 34 8 Bc4 55 
c)6...2b4 7 2p5 14 8..2f59 Wh4 34 8... &bd7 
d) 6...2e7 70-0 // 9 Wha Rg4 8...c69 Rp? (9 WH 56) 
(7 gs 9) 9...Rf5 34 9...c6 10 Rg5 (10 0-0 57; 
«eT 9. Dgd 36 10 Bfl 57; 10 h4 48) 
6...2b4 13 10 Re3 10...Abd7 (10...e7 57) 
6...h6 /3 10 De2 38 11 We2 57 
6...66 /3 10... Rxf3 9 WB 
6...c5 13 11 Oxf3 39 9 Rf4 58 
7 £43 9 We2 58 
7 Wd2 16 Tartakower-Gunderam DO iss 6 
Te as @bd7 Defence 10 Dxg6 hxg6 59 
7...Qd5 19 5 us RS 
7..b6 19 6 De5 Teichmann Defence 
7.05 19 6 Bc4 4] with 6...2xf3 
7..N6 19 6... e6 S: hse ag4 
7...0-0 19 6...0d5 42 6 h3 Rxf3 


8 2f4 6 
8 p46! 
8° a: e6 
9 2d3 Dbd7 
9... Rb4 64 
9...Re7 65 
10 0-0 
10 465 
10 0-0-0 65 


Ziegiter Defence 
Si ass c6 
6 Rc4 
6 Rd3 70 
6 Hes 7) 
6 .. 
6...2£5 7] 


e6 74 


B) Blackmar-Diemer: 


other gambit systems 
1 d4 dS 
2 e4 dxe4 
3 D3 AT6 
3...2£5 117 
3...g6 117 
3...e6 //7 
3..e5 118 
3...f5 121 
3..4c6 122 
3...06 4 2c4 (4 f3 117) 
4... £6 5 £3 R£5 117 


(S...exf3 6 Axf3 70) 
4 £8 


Miscellaneous 
4.06 119 
4...c6 120 
4...g6 120 
4...c5 120 


B 4.06/20 
© 4.05 123 


Ryder Gambit 
4... exf3 
5 Wxf8 Wxd4 

5...c6 82 

5...c6 82 

5...g6 83 
6 Re} Wed 

6...Wb4 77 
7 Wi279 

Vienna Defence 
Cae RFS 
5 fxed 


5 p4 Rp6 6 g5 (6 h4 86) 
6...2)d5 89 
5 Bes 86 
5 Rcd 86 
5. hss &)xe4 
5...axe4 90 
6 WR BDd6 
6...Axc3 93 
7 2f4 6 
7..4\c6 94 
7... WB 94 
8 0-0-0 4d7 
C6 9S 
.de7 95 
9 g4 


oc 00 


226 96 


Langcheinecke Defence 


6 2c4 104 
6... 4\bd7 
6...b6 104 
6...Re7 104 
7 Dege2 
7 £4105 
7 We2 105 
7 ee Re7 


8 0-0 0-0 
9 Wel /05 
C) Other lines after I dé 
Dfo 2 Dc3 dS 3e4and 1 
d3d52e4 
Hubsch Gambit 
1 d4 On6 
2 &c3_ 5 
3 e4 &\xe4 
4 @xe4d dxed 
5 Rc4 
5 2f4 108 
5 f3 108 
§c¢3 /08 
Sh as 2f5 
5...2c6 109 
5...26 109 
5...c5 109 
5...06 6 Dh3 109 
(6 f3 109; 6 c3 //0) 
6 24 
6c3 /12 
6 &\e2 112 
6 f3 112 
6 .. 6 
6...R.d7 113 
7 De2 
703 113 
7 £4113 
7Th4 713 
Doe e5 
8 2e3 /14 
French and Caro-Kann 
1 d4 d5 
2 e4 e6 


2...c6 3 De3 dxe4 4 Bc4 
117 
3 e3 
4 a2 
4 f3 124 
4&3 125 


dxe4 


4... EN6 
4...£5 125 
§ £3125 


Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


De yourelish the prospect of setting your opponent awkward problems 
from the start of the game? If se, read en, for in the Blackmar-Diemer 


Gambit, it’s every man for himself, and emly the brave survive. 


The Blackmar-Dicmer Gambit is a favourite of club players whe wish le 
rebel against the epening ‘tashien’ created by prefessional players. The 
BDG has generated its own sub-culture, with magazines and computer 


notice-boards deveted to it 


However, den’t be feeled by its reputatien — the Blackmar-Diemer gives 
White very dangereus attacking chances, and Black must knew a precise’ 
defence le come out ef the epening alive. Grandmasters such as Dragoljub 
Velimirevi¢ and Juan Bellen have used the surprise value of the Blackmar- 
Diemer to geod effect in teurnament games, while the victims ef the 


gambit include no fess a player than Joel Benjamin. 


This book is the first systematic survey of this gambit te be written by a 


player of international calibre, whe can leek at the gambit ebjectively. 


batsford 


Gary Lane was Commonwealth Champion in 1988, and is a professional 
chess player whe has competed with distinction in tournaments 
throughout Europe. His previous books include Ruy Lopez for the 
Tournament Player, Beating the French and Winning With the Fischer- 
Sozin Attack. 


Other openings books frem Batsford include: 


Winning With the Scotch Winning With the Smith-Morra Gambit 
Gary Lane Graham Burgess 

Latvian Gambit Winning With the Kalashnikov 

Tony Kosten Neil McDonald 

Winning With the Philidor Samisch King’s Indian 

Tony Kosten Joe Gallagher 


For further information about Batsferd chess books, please write to: 


Batsford Chess Books, + Fitzhardinge Street, Lendon WiH 0AH 


£10.99 net 


